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Abstract
Employee voice behavior is central to the effectiveness, the development, and the
adaptability of organizations to their environments. However, there is currently limited
organizational research and knowledge on the factors that influence employee voice behaviors,
especially in the context of higher education institutions. As such, the purpose of this study is to
examine the predictors of employee voice behaviors in institutions of higher education.
Specifically, this study examines the impact of key individual and organizational factors such as
alumni status, organizational commitment, work motivation, communication climate, and
organizational politics on employees’ expression of promotive and prohibitive voice in higher
education environments. 811 employees from a community college in the southwest of the
United States participated in the study’s online survey. The data was analyzed using frequency,
two one-way ANOVA, correlations, and multiple regression analyses. The results of this study
show that organizational factors are more important predictors of employee voice behaviors than
individual factors. In other words, organizational environments’ characteristics such as
communication climate and perceived organizational politics are stronger or more important
drivers of employees’ voice behaviors in academia than employee alumni status, motivation, and
organizational commitment. In addition, the fact that among all the variables examined,
perception of communication climate was the strongest and most important predictor of
employee voice behavior, is particularly noteworthy. That result suggests that the more
employees in higher education institutions perceive that the communication climate is open and
welcoming - i.e., where their voice matters or can make a difference - the more likely they are to
speak up.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background
Employee voice has always been central to organizational functioning and assessment
(Wijaya, 2019; Morrison, 2014; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Taking a look at an organization
through the voice of its employees can foster discovery for organizational success (Grant &
Rothbard, 2013; Avey et al., 2012; Detert & Burris, 2007). Thus, organizations need to be able to
depend on employee voice to foster their growth and achieve their goals. However, employee
voices are subject to a great deal of control and are influenced by various individual and
organizational factors (Detert & Treviño, 2010). According to Detert and Treviño (2010), an
overwhelming majority of employees—93% of informants in their study—reported at least one
instance of experiencing either supportive or inhibitive behavior from leadership regarding their
voice. When one considers that finding and the potential cost of inhibitive behavior or employee
voice suppression from leadership, which may involve the silencing of alternative viewpoints,
dissent, workplace bullying, harassment, discrimination, and other organizational problems,
further research on employee voice behavior is critical both to employee effectiveness and
wellbeing and to organizational development. In fact the need for more employee voice research
cannot be overemphasized given the pervasiveness of employee ill-treatment, its damaging
effects in most if not all organizations (Hodgins & McNamara, 2017), and the key role employee
voice plays in remedying this state of affair.
Several researchers have examined how the role of employee voice behavior in
organizations can reflect both promotive and prohibitive dimensions. Liang and colleagues
(2012) define promotive voice as behavior that can better the organization, such as employees
making recommendations for possibilities or new ways to improve organizational processes.
Prohibitive voice, on the other hand, is defined as a means to express concern on how to address
1

harmful situations that are already found within the organization (Liang et al., 2012). In other
words, both promotive and prohibitive voice are positive behaviors with good organizational
intentions such as seeking opportunities to speak up and contribute to address work related issues
(Wilkinson et al., 2018). From this perspective, voice behavior can result in positive outcomes
(Morrison, 2014). Examples include constructive suggestions (Milliken et al., 2003),
reinforcement of values (Ashford & Barton, 2007), organizational improvement (Morrison,
2014) and overall organizational effectiveness (Jha et al., 2019). Furthermore, as exemplified by
Mao and DeAndrea (2019), voice behavior can enhance employee well-being, such as speaking
out about workplace wrongdoings as in the case of the #MeToo movement. By way of contrast, a
voice that is silenced may have negative consequences on employee morale and thus on
employee performance (Morrison, 2014). Employee silence can result from reluctance to discuss
critical issues (Morrison & Milliken, 2000, Milliken et al., 2003), sensitive issues (Liang et al.,
2012), dissatisfaction (Rusbult et al., 1988), injustice (Pinder & Harlos, 2001), or from
employees having reservations about offering suggestions (Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008).
Institutions of higher education are no exception when it comes to the importance of
employee voice to their success and to issues of voice promotion, silencing, and/or suppression.
As it has been highlighted in research (e.g., Barrat-Pugh & Krestelica, 2019; Henning et al.,
2017) voice in higher education is extremely important. For example, Fuller (2006) states that
even though goals exist in academia to protect employees from administrative overpowering,
employee voice issues persist. Duggan (2008) adds that “nonteaching staff are often
marginalized, [and] their experiences and inputs, frequently discounted” (p. 47). Furthermore, in
cases where neoliberalism has influenced institutions of higher education to operate like
corporations, priority on making a profit has increased and the value given to academic resources
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has decreased (Christensen-Madel, 2019; Slaughter & Rhodes, 2000) including the importance
given to faculty voice (Donoghue, 2018; Ginsberg, 2011).
These instances of employee voice suppression are of further concern as researchers
found frequent accounts of workplace harassment such as “gender harassment, workplace
bullying, and mobbing” at all staffing levels in American colleges and universities (Henning, et
al., 2017, p. 521). These and other forms of workplace harassment can result in stress, chronic
health issues, and suicidal tendencies (Hodgins & McNamara, 2017; Einarsen & Mikkelsen,
2003; Hogh, Mikklesen & Hansen, 2011; Niedhammer et al., 2006; Hallberg & Strandmark,
2006; Hoel et al., 2004; Balducci et al., 2011; Barrat-Pugh & Krestelica, 2019; Wilson, 2010).
Furthermore, communication tensions between academic staff, support staff, and students
impacts teaching and learning processes (Bendermacher, et al., 2017). Thus, Fuller (2006)
recommends catching potential problems in a way that “protects the dignity of workers so they
won’t be inhibited about voicing their concerns” (p. 55). In other words, it is beneficial to
organizations to find ways to prevent employee voice suppression and create an organizational
environment where employees feel safe to offer suggestions for improvement (i.e., promotive
voice) or raise concerns and speak up about harmful issues (i.e., prohibitive voice). Not
coincidentally, statistics appear to show a gap between institutional intentions and actual staff
experiences (Barrat-Pugh & Krestelica, 2019). Relatedly, Dykstra-Devette and Tarin (2019)
analyzed Karen Kelsky’s (2017) crowdsourced survey on institutional failures related to sexual
harassment as expressed via a blog by employees (mostly faculty) in academia. Examining
employee voice behavior is thus especially critical during this time of widely reported unethical
behavior seen in Hollywood, corporations, and in academia.
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Detert and Burris (2007) note that it is valuable to understand what conditions affect
voice behavior within organizational environments. Hence, recognizing the influences and value
of employee voice is beneficial. It is therefore important to identify factors that may influence
how employees use their voice. To avoid further crises of voice suppression and seeking to build
upon facets of voice within organizations and academia, the present study concentrates on
individual and organizational characteristics that may enable or constrain employee voice
behavior at institutions of higher education.
Problem Statement
There is still a lack of extensive knowledge on factors that influence employee voice
behavior, especially in the environment of higher education. Previous research has recognized
the importance of voice behavior (Kassing, 2002; Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; Morrison, 2014),
yet scholars have mainly focused on the voice behaviors of employees or supervisors working in
for-profit organizational environments. Toward this end, scholars have examined voice behavior
such as transformational leadership and managerial openness to employees in dining restaurants
(Detert & Burris, 2007), manager and subordinate dyads in entertainment and service companies
(Bai et al., 2019), supervisor and employee communication within the manufacturing industry
(Wåhlin-Jacobsen, 2020), health workers in hospital environments (Fuller et al., 2007), and
employees in the IT sector (Jha et al., 2019). In addition, it is important to note that most voice
behavior research that exists examining perspectives in higher education relate almost
exclusively to alumni students (Wijaya, 2019; Mao & DeAndrea, 2019). Yet, the phenomena of
alumni employees’ voice behavior has been neglected and much research remains to be done
within the context of communication research. In fact, employee voice behaviors in universities
and institutions of higher education remains understudied. The lack of examination or
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knowledge on factors that influence employee voice behavior in higher education environments
constitutes an important gap in organizational communication research and higher education
studies, and is problematic and potentially damaging for institutions of higher education because
employee voice can help increase employee loyalty and well-being, and generate other positive
outcomes such as decreased employee turnover and mitigation of harmful issues such as
workplace bullying and sexual harassment in institutions of higher education. This study
represents an exploration and contribution to a gap in academic literature on predictors of
employee voice behavior within higher education environments. In pursuit of unpacking
predictors or determinants of employee voice, I investigated what factors enable or constrain
employees in higher education institutions to speak up.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study is to examine the communication perspectives of employees in
higher education institutions. Specifically, this research focuses on examining individual and
organizational key factors such as alumni status, organizational commitment, work motivation,
communication climate, and organizational politics that may explain or influence employee
voice behavior. This study investigates and identifies the factors that shape employees’
expression of promotive and prohibitive voice in higher education environments. In other words,
my study aims to discover who is (not) willing (likely) to speak up and why?
Contributions of the Study
The contributions of this study are to discover what individual and organizational factors
influence employee voice behavior in higher education institutions. This study represents an
evaluation and comparability of antecedents of voice behavior. For example, this study helps
formulate a different model for understanding and assessing promotive and prohibitive voice
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behavior. In addition, it contributes where research remains to be executed in literature on key
predictors of employee voice behavior. Furthermore, the goal of this study is not solely to better
understand the communication construct of voice behavior in a particular context, but also to
provide recommendations that are useful in increasing the value and contributions of employees
to their colleges and universities, and, therefore contribute to improve those institutions.
Organization of the Study
To explain the organization of this study, following is an overview of the chapters in this
thesis on voice behavior. This study consists of six chapters. The subsequent chapter, the
literature review, briefly reviews previous research on voice behavior, and how it has been
examined in communication research and other fields. The review pays close attention to
definitions and the relation of factors that may influence employee voice behavior. In particular,
it focuses on key antecedents that may explain or predict voice behavior in organizations such as
alumni status, organizational commitment, work motivation, communication climate, and
organizational politics. It looks at how these factors have been studied and their contributions to
previous research. Furthermore, the research questions and hypotheses are introduced. The
rationale for the questions and topics for this study are discussed including factors that are used
as possible predictors of employee voice behavior.
In the methods chapter, the research design is discussed. First is an explanation of the
context of who and from where the participants were gathered for this study. Following is an
identification of the data collected, and how it was gathered and analyzed. Furthermore, there is
a discussion and justification of the different variables included consisting of how they were
measured and the statistical tests and/or procedures that were used to analyze the data, test the
hypotheses, and answer the research questions.
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Chapter 4 describes the results from the data and presents the findings of the study for
each variable included in the analysis. Furthermore, it describes what was found and what it
means in relation to the research questions and hypotheses. The statistical presentation of the
results are provided in tabular and/or graphic format. It also describes what hypotheses were
supported or not supported.
Chapter 5 presents an in-depth interpretation and synthesis of the results that were
obtained in the study. It examines whether key factors or antecedents such as alumni status,
organizational commitment, work motivation, communication climate, and organizational
politics correlate and have a relationship with employee voice behavior of individuals in higher
education. Furthermore, practical implications to institutions of higher education, limitations or
weaknesses of the study, and recommendations for future research are discussed. The final
chapter provides a review of the purpose, method, and analysis of the results of the study.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Previous research has recognized the importance of employees’ voice behavior in
organizations. This section briefly reviews previous research on voice behavior, and how it has
been investigated. The review demonstrates the centrality of voice in organizing and for
organizational success. The review pays close attention to definitions and the factors that may
influence employee voice behavior. In particular, it focuses on key individual and organizational
antecedents that may explain or predict voice behavior in organizations such as alumni status,
organizational commitment, work motivation, communication climate, and organizational
politics. An analysis of the literature sets the foundation for the development of the research foci
for the study to discover who is willing to speak up and why.
Employee Voice Behavior in Organizations
Voice is powerful and has been defined as the voluntary decision to provide information
to improve organizational functions (Detert & Burris, 2007). Voice is also referred to as an
articulation of constructive criticism (Van Dyne, et al., 2003) and as a source of recognizing
dissatisfaction for improvement (Hirschman, 1970). Liang and colleagues (2012) define voice
function as a means to talk about either what can be done better or what is harmful. Indeed,
voice behavior can be challenging to organizations as it is perceived as having both favorable
and unfavorable consequences. Several researchers have examined how the role of employee
voice behavior in organizations can reflect both promotive and prohibitive aspects/dimensions
(Bai et al, 2019; Mao & DeAndrea, 2019; Wilkinson et al., 2018; Liang et al., 2012; Van Dyne &
LePine, 1998). Liang and colleagues (2012) define promotive voice as behavior that can better
the organization, such as employees that make recommendations for possibilities on new ways to
improve organizational processes. Prohibitive voice, on the other hand, is defined as a means to
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express concern on how to address harmful situations that are already found within the
organization (Liang et al., 2012), such as to avoid malpractice (Mao & DeAndrea, 2019). In
other words, both promotive and prohibitive voice are positive behaviors with good
organizational intentions such as seeking opportunities to speak up and contribute to address
work related issues (Wilkinson et al., 2018). However, promotive voice is behavior expressed to
suggest new or creative ideas versus prohibitive voice that is behavior expressed to point out
concern about existing practices or activities (Liang et al., 2012). To see a comparison of
promotive and prohibitive voice behavior refer to table 1 (Comparative Table Regarding
Promotive and Prohibitive Voice Behavior) in appendix A.
Voice “uniquely focuses on verbal expressions (directed up, down, or horizontally) that
are explicitly intended to benefit the group or organization” (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009, p. 85).
In other words, employees speak up to communicate ideas not only to colleagues or project team
members but to upper management as well. From their perspective, Bai and colleagues (2019)
note that the potential outcomes of discovering organizational weaknesses outweighs the risks of
employee voice behavior. This in turn positively influences economic and quality aspects of a
company (Avey et al., 2012; Detert & Burris, 2007; Grant & Rothbard, 2013). At the same time,
Jha and associates (2019) recognized the importance of employee voice as a strategy to increase
employee engagement. Ruck and colleagues (2017) further contribute that effective voice
facilitates innovation, competiveness, and organizational emotional engagement. In addition,
Wijaya (2019) explores drivers of voice engagement such as proactive personality and the
quality of leader-member exchange relationships. Along this reasoning, scholars note
leadership-voice relationship and the benefits of fostering employee voice behavior (Detert &
Burris, 2007) and the patterns in which voice flows (Detert et. al, 2013). Another key claim
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from scholars is that employee input can potentially benefit the organization by serving as a
crisis prevention tool (Schwartz & Wald, 2003). Furthermore, as exemplified by Mao and
DeAndrea (2019), voice behavior can enhance employee well-being, such as speaking out about
workplace wrongdoings as in the case of the #MeToo movement.
By way of contrast, previous research has also identified some challenges and barriers
that employees face in expressing voice such as voice suppression, silencing, feeling it is unsafe
to speak up, and perceiving that upper management does not care about what they have to say.
For instance, a voice that is silenced may have negative consequences on employee morale and
thus on employee performance (Morrison, 2014). Employee silence can result from reluctance
to discuss critical issues (Morrison & Milliken, 2000, Milliken et al., 2003), sensitive issues
(Liang et al., 2012), dissatisfaction (Rusbult et al., 1988), injustice (Pinder & Harlos, 2001), or
from employees having reservations about offering suggestions (Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008).
In other words, voice suppression can result in deterring dialogue that can bring awareness of
harmful situations. Relatedly, an investigation by Mao and DeAndrea (2019) examined the
prohibitive aspect of voice behavior. In particular they looked into why employees may
sometimes test the waters before deciding if it is safe and worthwhile to voice their concerns and
the reasons why individuals feel the need to conceal their identity when disclosing critical
information about an organization or department. Along the line of employees facing challenges
to speaking up, research by Li and colleagues (2020) investigated how individuals in positions of
power perceive and react to employee voice behavior as well as how engaging in voice behavior
may be selfish if disregarding organizational goals. Consequently, manifestations of voice
behavior can be challenging, because employees may be seen by others as villains and not
necessarily as heroes (Wåhlin-Jacobsen, 2020). A further notion of challenges or hurdles
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encountered by employees when trying to speak up can be found in Kassing’s (2002) research
exploring how employees express upward dissent as well as how employee suggestions are
sometimes challenged by higher-ups (Wåhlin-Jacobsen, 2020). Furthermore, multiple levels of
direct and indirect and hierarchical distance between employees influence communication
(Detert & Treviño, 2010). For example, in cases of rankism, employees in positions of power
misuse their authoritative power and negatively affect communication outcomes (Fuller, 2006).
Schools, along with other types of organizations, are considered breading grounds for rankism
(Fuller, 2006).
Because of the many facets of voice that either hinder or promote organizational health,
Liang and colleagues (2012) strongly recommend additional research on factors affecting
employee voice expression. Such that ignoring voice behavior might lead to negative effects of
pseudo voice, which de Vries and colleagues (2012) refer to as having no intentions of
considering employee input. Voice behavior is also a source of recognizing dissatisfaction or
improvement (Hirschman, 1970). Previous research has found the following predictors of voice
behavior: anonymity, safety, efficacy (Mao & DeAndrea, 2019); leader-member exchange and
power distance (Botero & Van Dyne (2009); discursive psychology (Wåhlin-Jacobsen, 2020);
transformational leadership and managerial openness (Detert and Burris, 2007); proactive
personality and leader-member exchange (Wijaya, 2019); and ethical leadership and ethical
climate (Bai et al., 2019). A few favorable outcomes of voice behavior include creativity and
implementation of new ideas (Ng & Feldman, 2012). Bai and colleagues (2019) recommend
additional research on “possible different antecedents, mechanism, consequences, and effect
sizes” of employee voice (p. 1895). Let us not forget, however, that employees do not solely

11

exist within corporations. Employees, and consequently employee voice behavior, are also an
integral part of educational environments.
Employee Voice Behavior in Higher Education
The core purpose of higher education is to disseminate knowledge that contributes to the
well-being of students and communities (Clark, 1983). However several factors, such as the
erosion of faculty voice, interrupts the ability of academic institutions to provide education
(Sethares, 2020). Furthermore, employee staff input is often neglected (Duggan, 2008) as they
are perceived as less capable than top-level staff of contributing to decisions (Blackmore et al.,
2010; Henderson, 2005).
Notably, institutions of higher education are built upon extremely stratified environments
(Henderson, 2005) from which tensions such as rankism and microaggressions can be received
(Christensen-Mandel, 2019). Three main employee categorical levels found in colleges and
universities are administrators, faculty, and general staff (Ginsberg, 2011). Staff are nonacademic, non-instructional, and non-research personnel (Hocker, 2015; National Center for
Education Statistics, 2017) that may include other professionals such as information technology
specialists, accountants, admissions officers, and human resources employees (Ginsberg, 2011).
Even though staff should be able to contribute to organizational processes, their voice is often
underrepresented or ignored (Florenthal & Tolstikov-Mast, 2012; Barden, 2005; Rhoades, 2005;
Whitchurch, 2007). Further examples where hierarchical tensions exist in academia are “senior
faculty vs. junior faculty, staff vs. faculty, male vs. female, minority vs. nonminority, and STEM
vs. non-STEM” (Trammel & Gumpertz, 2012, para. 2). In other words, the numerous
hierarchical or power structures that exist within academic institutions lend themselves to
fostering further ways in which employees can encounter challenges when speaking up.
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Marginalized groups affected at lower-ranked positions are often women and people of color
(Christensen-Mandel, 2019; Acker 1990; Berk, 2017; Chan, 2017; Lumby, 2013).
Education policies can also affect employee voice. For instance, Ginsberg (2011) notes
that administrators in higher education try to avoid vocal employees by using policy codes as a
form of voice suppression. Furthermore, Sethares (2020) finds a decrease in faculty voice in
American higher education due to impacts of neoliberal policy reforms. Neoliberalism refers to
an ideology that financial resources should be managed by private sectors rather than in
government control (Saltman, 2012) and stresses the importance of profitability (Harvey, 2005).
Institutions of higher education affected by neoliberal administration are managed similar to
corporate entities (Donoghue, 2018). Ginsberg (2011) states that as a result of neoliberalism,
faculty and other bottom level staff are seen more and more as expenditures and their shared
governance and voice has declined. Furthermore, Donoghue (2018) analyzes that the fate of
faculty shared governance will eventually cause the extinction of the humanities. This is
disadvantageous to students’ education of soft skills beneficial in the workforce such as
communication, critical thinking, and the ability to adapt to changing organizational
environments (Nussbaum, 2010). Sethares (2020) proposes that “by claiming their voice,
engaging in dialog, and creating institutional structures which value faculty voice, faculty have
the unique opportunity to address the very real social, economic, and personal needs of their
students” (Sethares, 2020, pp. 83-84). In other words, faculty input and an organizational
climate that values such input are key ingredients in a student’s successful outcomes within the
classroom and beyond.
In addition, Florenthal and Tolstikov-Mast (2012) explored the effects of a university’s
organizational culture on faculty and staff communication tensions. Their findings point to
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enriched outcomes if and when staff are engaged in the decision processes. With regards to
workplace bullying in higher education, research shows it is beneficial to use different voices for
positive change, such that vocal change agents should be recruited (Barrat-Pugh & Krestelica,
2019) and staff experiences should be vocalized in order to initiate an organizational response
(Hodgins & McNamara, 2017). Toward this end, research has also explored additional methods
through which employees exercise their voice (Kelsky, 2017). Supplementing this area of
research, Dykstra-Devette and Tarin (2019) analyzed Kelsky’s (2017) crowdsourced survey on
institutional failures expressed via a blog by employees (mostly faculty) in academia. The
informal communication method was set up to “allow victims to find a safe way to anonymously
report their experience of sexual harassment ... [and] for the academy as a whole to begin to
grasp the true scope of this problem in academic settings” (Kelsky, 2017, para. 4). In other
words, employees were given a safe zone in which to speak about and unofficially report
unethical behaviors. Among the key findings are the varied issues that prevent employees from
speaking up about what they witnessed, and worse yet, what they personally experienced. These
findings merit further research on employee voice behavior given that ill-treatment is harmful to
employee wellbeing (Hodgins & McNamara, 2017).
As demonstrated in the review of previous research on voice behavior, employee voice
behavior has the potential to have important implications for an organization. In other words, the
consequences of whether or not employees are willing to speak up and make suggestions have a
tremendous impact on an organization. For these reasons, acknowledging the importance of
employee voice and further contributing to research on voice behavior is critical. However, there
is limited research on employee voice behavior within institutions of higher education.
Therefore, in an attempt to contribute to the gap in literature on voice behavior of employees in
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academia, the main goal of this study is to examine if, how, and why employees working in
institutions of higher education participate in exercising voice behavior. As described in
previous research, the study of promotive and prohibitive voice behavior is an area that is key to
mitigate barriers and challenges to voice behaviors such as voice suppression, which can lead to
detrimental personal and organizational outcomes. It is essential to study employee voice in the
higher education context because not only is there currently very limited knowledge or research
on voice behavior among employees in institutions of higher education, but there is also an
apparent disconnect between the way communication within established organizational
structures is intended versus the actual way it is perceived by and affects the employees. The
disconnect appears to result in challenges and consequences such as to whether or not employees
speak up about ways to improve the institution or about harmful situations that afflict colleagues
or their own lives. Therefore, my first research question of this study tackles how and,
specifically, how much employees in higher education institutions engage in voice behavior.
RQ1: How do employees in higher education institutions engage in voice behavior?
Individual Factors Influencing Voice Behavior
Alumni Status and Voice Behavior
In a previous study on student engagement behavior, alumni were defined as someone
who enrolled in a course, completed from 15 to 30 credits, graduated, or any former student with
an identified relationship with the college (Skari, 2014). Alumni are thought of as external
members of educational institutions that many times support their alma mater. For example,
Weerts and colleagues (2010) acknowledge the importance of alumni relations programs and the
priority given to them. Most research regarding alumni, however, focuses specifically on
financial donations (Clotfelter, 2001; McDearmon & Shirley, 2009; Le Blank & Rucks, 2009;

15

Okunade, 1993; Weeters & Ronca, 2008, 2009). Contributions to their alma mater often result
from the prestige and identity provided from continued affiliation with the institutions (Pickett,
1986). Exploring the experiences of alumni could “provide the administrators of colleges and
universities with practical guidance for influencing the perceptions and behaviors of a critical
constituency” (Frey, 1981, p. 46). In other words, studying alumni is beneficial to institutions
because they are an important group that can help support colleges. In an effort to pursue this
goal, Li and colleagues (2015) examined the capacity of universities with regard to alumni
faculty and their contributions to research project and student exchange programs. Another
approach in research on alumni relationships with their universities can be found in alumni
engagement similar to public relations efforts (Myers et al., 2016), especially when a strong
alignment of values is perceived (Humphreys & Brown, 2002). For instance, Shen & Sha’s
(2020) research found that alumni engagement is “manifested through behaviors and affective
bonds” (p. 7). Not all messages from alumni in regard to their alma mater, however, are
constructive. In a study exploring the long-term effects of rapport, Frisby and associates (2019)
found both favorable and unfavorable memorable messages. As such, the role of alumni can
have polarizing effects of being supportive or detrimental to universities depending on their
previous experience as a student with the college.
Scholars have noted alumni status outcomes to include memorable messages,
organizational identification, and rapport (Frisby et al., 2019); organizational identification,
construed external image, trust, satisfaction and perceived interorganizational competition
(Myers et al., 2016); collaborative behavior (Li et al., 2015); financial contributions,
participation in school functions, and college recruitment efforts (Mael & Ashforth, 1992).
Frisby and colleagues (2019) recommend “future research could recruit alumni who are engaged
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to reveal greater depth of insight into their motives for their continued support, focus on diversity
and inclusion initiatives targeting other demographics, and could incentivize the survey” (p.
170).
As previous research shows, the role of alumni is important to institutions of higher
education. Alumni belong to a membership group that may develop strong bonds with the
institution and discover a strong connection with the values of the college. The bond is of
particular importance when the alumni concurrently holds an employee position at their alma
mater. It is therefore important to examine if an employees’ pre-introduction to the organization
influences or drives them to speak up at work. Previous research, however, has seldom
examined whether there is a relationship between alumni status and employee voice experiences
and if and how alumni who are employed at their alma mater differ in their promotive and
prohibitive voice behavior from employees who are not alumni. To address this gap in the
literature, I explore the unique relationship found in institutions of higher education between
employees’ alumni status and their voice behavior. For this study, alumni status is be defined as
someone who has either graduated from or has taken at least one course at the institution. I
anticipate that the voice behavior of alumni employees will differ from employees who are nonalumni. I expect that the previous exposure and possible strong attachment to the institution will
likely make a difference in how employees engage in voice behavior. Alumni employees may be
more likely have identified with the college faster than non-alumni and thus be more committed,
fostering a stronger feeling and confidence that it is safe to speak up to suggest ideas or to talk
about problems within the institution. For instance, as explored by Pickett (1986), alumni
contributions may result from prestige and identity provided from their association with college.
I expect that alumni status is a good predictor of employee voice behavior and thus, I argue that
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alumni status has a positive relation to employee’s expression of voice. Therefore I hypothesize
the following:
H1: There is a positive relationship between employee alumni status and voice behavior.
H1a: There is a positive relationship between employee alumni status and promotive
voice behavior.
H1b: There is a positive relationship between employee alumni status and prohibitive
voice behavior.
Employee Organizational Commitment and Voice Behavior
Organizational commitment is a core concept in organizational research, especially in
learning about employee work behavior (Mowday et al., 1979). For this present research, I turn
to Porter and colleagues (1974) to establish a foundational definition of organizational
commitment in terms of strength and identification. These scholars characterize commitment as
“(a) a strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals and values; (b) a willingness to
exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization; and (c) a definite desire to maintain
organizational membership” (Porter et al., 1974, p. 604). In other words, an employee that feels
committed to an organization believes in, is dedicated to, and contributes to the mission of the
organization. Furthermore, Meyer and Allen (1984) define organizational commitment as an
emotional attachment. Not only is organizational commitment an attachment, but it can also
represent levels of involvement (Allen & Meyer, 1990). In addition, Pratt (1998) associates it
with the satisfaction an employee feels toward their organization. Several models have been
utilized in researching organizational commitment (Meyer and Allen, 1991; O’Reilly &
Chatman, 1986). One model posits three components including affective commitment or want to
commit; continuance commitment or feeling they must commit; and normative commitment or
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feeling they ought to commit (Meyer and Allen, 1991). Another model incorporates three
different forms of commitment to include: compliance to gain rewards; identification to promote
interests; and internalization of shared values (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986). Kim and colleagues
(2018) found that “once committed employees derive necessary confidence about their
organization from a fulfilled ideological contract, they are likely to engage in behaviors that are
beneficial to their organization” (p. 1325). In other words, committed employees are more likely
to feel comfortable to express ideas beneficial for organizational success.
There have been several approaches to the exploration of commitment. For example, one
study approached commitment exploring the experiences of fresh graduates pertaining to the
work environment suggesting that organizational commitment is impacted by training received
(Jusoh, 2011) and referenced Ashforth and Saks (1996) discovery that socialization aspects and
other experiences occurring at the beginning of employment with an organization foster
organizational commitment. A different approach by Meyer and colleagues (Meyer et al., 2002)
noted the importance of looking at a lack of organizational commitment and its possible effects
such as negative links to stress and conflict within work or family environments. A further view
of commitment as presented by Allen (2017) is that of fluidity as influenced by organizational
climate such that favorable climates are related to favorable organizational commitment.
Favorable commitment attitudes, though, are not instant and take time to develop (Mowday et
al,, 1979). Once committed, however, commitment can be favorably conveyed through different
methods such as words and actions (Allen, 2017). Commeiras and Fournier (2001) note that
“organizational commitment is a useful construct for understanding employee behavior” (p.
239). In other words, studying if employees’ behavior is influenced by their felt commitment to
an organization, such as willing to speaking up about issues, is important to organizations.

19

Previous scholars have noted organizational commitment predictors to include: emotional
connection and communication with other members (Allen, 2017); organizational identification
(Ashforth et al., 2008); callings, ideology-based psychological contact (Kim et al., 2018);
perceived obligation to remain in the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990); and employee
satisfaction (Men, 2014). In addition, scholars have found organizational commitment outcomes
to include organizational citizenship behaviors (Allen, 2017); job performance (Kim et. al,
2018); and turnover intentions, attendance, performance as well as well-being (Meyer et al.,
2002).
This look at previous research on organizational commitment reveals a tendency for
organizational commitment to be associated with positive outcomes such as loyalty and support
of and engaging in behaviors that are beneficial to the organization. In other words,
organizational commitment is the tendency for people to feel a strong sense of identification with
the organization and its values, put in more effort for organizational success, and a desire to
continue to be a part of the organization, in that employees may have a stronger sense of
involvement. I thus expect that organizational commitment will impact and drive employees to
speak up and contribute to attaining organizational goals such as suggesting ways for
improvement or expressing concern about issues affecting them or their students. As shown in
Allen’s (2017) research, committed employees are more likely to show or express their
commitment through words and actions. Previous research has not really considered the impact
of commitment on employee voice behavior, especially within the context of employees in
higher education. Thus, an exploration of the relation between organizational commitment and
promotive and prohibitive voice behavior is warranted. I argue that the more tendency there is
to put more effort into the job as a result of organizational commitment, the more likely
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employees are influenced to want to speak up. Therefore, I will explore the relationship between
commitment and voice behavior, in particular of the organizational commitment effects on
employees in higher education institutions such as engaging in employee promotive and
prohibitive voice behaviors which leads me to hypothesize the following:
H2: There is a positive relationship between employee organizational commitment and
voice behavior.
H2a: There is a positive relationship between employee organizational commitment and
promotive voice behavior.
H2b: There is a positive relationship between employee organizational commitment and
prohibitive voice behavior.
Work Motivation and Voice Behavior
Motivation is the driving force for acting or engaging in something (Singh, 2016). In
organizational environments, motivation is the reason why employees work hard (Herzberg,
1976). Thus, understanding motivation is key for meeting successful organizational productivity
outcomes (MacDonald et al., 2019). There are various types of motivation factors (Marciano,
2010; Ryan & Deci, 2000). For example, Mayo (2003) found increased performance motivated
by the attention given to employees and if their surroundings support them. On the other hand,
Lee and colleagues (2012) discovered complex neurophysiological activity to be intrinsic
motivators. A study by Singh (2016) found employee motivation to be influenced by recognition
as well as respect and rapport. Examples of motivating factors that encourage loyalty are
managerial and organizational trust (Hubbell & Chory-Assad, 2005) and decent work (Ferraro et
al., 2019) which help support employees through difficult times (Herzberg, 1976). Motivation
outcomes include that it leads to work goal attainment (McCormick & Ligen, 1985) in an
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ongoing process (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006), as well as better occupational health resulting from
autonomous motivation (Moller et. al., 2019). Not all motivation, however, fosters beneficial
organizational outcomes. For instance, excessive work motivation may cause employee fatigue,
stress, or burnout which may reduce the quality of job performance and increase turnover rates
(Popescu, 2015).
According to the self-determination theory, work motivation varies in types and across
individuals and can range from amotivation—which is a person’s lack of motivation—to
controlled motivation—which is motivation due to the pressure an employee feels to do
something—to autonomous motivation—which is motivation due to a person’s own willingness
to do something (Moller et al., 2019; Ferraro et al, 2018; Gagné et al., 2015). According to
Gagné et al (2015), work motivation is a multi-dimensional construct that encompasses six
different types of motivation. The first type or dimension of work motivation is amotivation,
which is the absence of motivation or an employee’s lack of effort. The second type is extrinsic
regulation – social, that is felt motivation for social reasons such as employees motivated
because they are seeking approval or respect. A third type is extrinsic regulation – material, that
is felt motivation for material reasons such as an employees motivated because they are seeking
financial gain or job security. The fourth type is introjected regulation, which is felt motivation
from internal pressures such as employees that are motivated because they are trying to avoid
feeling shame or guilt. The next type is identified regulation, which is felt motivation from
employees because they identify with and feel shared values or meaning with the organization.
The final type is intrinsic motivation, which is doing the job for its own sake such as employees
motivated because the job and/or job tasks are interesting or enjoyable. Posch and scholars
(2019) presented additional types of extrinsic motivation such as rewards, self-worth, and

22

importance and coherence of goals and values. What the self-determination theory shows us is
that there are different sources of motivation that drive people to be motivated at work. In other
words, some people may be driven by money while others may be driven to avoid looking like
they are not a team-player, yet others might be driven by the joy they get from the work. Table 2
(Motivation Self-determination Dimensions) in appendix A provides a summary and illustrations
of the 6 different types of work motivation according to self-determination theory.
Employee work motivation has been widely examined in previous research, though very
rarely in organizational communication literature. Previous research has identified several
predictors of work motivation including motivating language (Sun et al., 2016), income groups,
punishment, performance, goals/values, and regulations (Posch, 2019), money, autonomy,
recognition, culture of respect, trust, and rapport (Singh, 2016), justice (Hubbell & Chory-Assad,
2005), solidarity and job satisfaction (MacDonald et al., 2019), and need satisfaction, autonomysupport, leadership style, and job design (Gagné et al., 2015). In terms of outcomes, work
motivation has been found to predict job performance and organizational citizenship behavior
(Sun et al., 2016), workaholic behavior and work engagement (Popescu, 2015), trust (Hubbell &
Chory-Assad, 2005); and vitality, emotional exhaustion, commitment, proficiency, adaptivity,
proactivity, job effort and turnover intention (Gagné et al., 2015). MacDonald and colleagues
(2019) recommend future research incorporates and examine links between work motivation and
other outcomes that have heretofore been overlooked or under examined.
The previous research on work motivation essentially shows that employees’ motivation
is important to consider when examining their organizational behaviors and different types of
motivation can impact job experiences. For example, motivation may drive people to be
interested in their job and participate in voicing suggestions to benefit the organization. At the
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same time, however, if a person is motivated by a paycheck, they may not likely be driven or
find it necessary to speak up at work. I thus think further research to determine a relation
between work motivation and voice would be beneficial to colleges and universities to help
measure what motivation types matter in encouraging employees to speak up about issues within
the institution. Previous research has not extensively examined the impact of work motivation
on employee voice behavior, especially in academia. Consequently, in an effort to explore the
understudied possible link between employee work motivation and employees’ willingness to
speak, I will explore if and how work motivation is tied to employee voice behavior in higher
education. Since previous studies have found motivation to predict job performance and
organizational citizenship behavior (Sun et al., 2016), I think that there is likely to be a relation
between employees’ work motivation and voice behavior. Indeed, it intuitively makes sense to
think that organizational behavior is, at least in part, determined by employees’ work motivation.
Yet, there is very little research to date that has specifically considered and investigated the link
between employee work motivation and their voice behaviors. This study will look into possibly
identifying which motivation types may be strong drivers for employee voice behaviors that can
actually matter to the organization such as speaking up to give constructive suggestions or to
give advice against harmful behaviors. Furthermore, I will explore if some types of motivation
matter more than other types in predicting employees’ voice behavior in higher education.
Therefore, I ask following research questions:
RQ2: Is there a relationship between employee work motivation and voice behavior?
RQ2a: Is there a relationship between employee work motivation and promotive voice
behavior?
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RQ2b: Is there a relationship between employee work motivation and prohibitive voice
behavior?
Organizational Factors Influencing Voice Behavior
Organizational Communication Climate and Voice Behavior
Organizational communication climate exists within organizational climates and shapes
relationships within organizations (Pettit et al., 1997). It is found to be a critical link between an
organization and its members (Guzley, 1992; Falcione, Susman & Herden, 1987; Kozolwski &
Doherty, 1989) and paves the way to organizational efficiency (Nordin et al. 2014). Tagiuri
(1968) defined climate as an organizational quality that not only captures the attributes of the
communication environment but is also telling of the experiences and factors that influence the
behavior of its members. Later dimensions were added to include human resource primacy,
communication flow, motivational practices, decision-making practices, technological readiness,
and lower-level influence (Taylor & Bowers, 1972; Pace, 1983). From this definition sprouted
the conceptualization of communication climate as a separate construct (Poole, 1985; Welsch &
LaVan, 1981). This supports Gibb’s (1961) illustration of an overarching communication
climate. Dennis (1974) refers to organizational communication climate as part of an internal
environment that “embraces a general cluster of inferred predispositions identifiable through
reports of members’ perceptions of messages and message-related events occurring in the
organization” (p. 29).
Communication climates can be characterized in a variety of ways including defensive
and supportive climates (Forward et al., 2011). For example, communication may be attributed
to polar behaviors such as closemindedness and openness or neutrality versus empathy (Gibb,
1961; Rothwell, 2007). Open communication climates may exist where characteristics of
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support, participation, and trust are present (Buchholz, 1993). The openness of a communication
climate is important to consider because its relative existence or nonexistence can foster
favorable or unfavorable relationships with employees (Sias, 2005). Pace and Faules (2006)
agree noting that dimensions of communication climate include trust, joint decision-making,
honesty, openness and listening. Communication climate also shapes information flow such as
free flow of information (Demirel & Tosuner-Fikes, 2014) as it “encourages or hinders
horizontal, upward, or downward communication among the employees” (Nordin et al., 2014, p.
1046) and can directly affect job performance (Goris, et. al., 2000). In addition to information
flow, information adequacy is also important in establishing the breadth of the organizational
communication climate (Walden & Westerman, 2018). For instance, employees value the
importance of feedback on job performance and organizational issues (Rhee & Moon, 2009).
Employees’ perceptions of communication climates can help gage their overall feelings about the
organization (Nordin, et. al, 2014). As concluded by Rulianna and colleagues (2018),
communication climate is important in understanding what encourages employees’ actions.
Communication environments are also of value in determining what sparks or prohibits
employee work enthusiasm and behavior (Lantara, 2019).
Predictors of communication climate found by scholars include superior-subordinate
communication, information quality, openness, and upward communication (O’Connell, 1979),
information richness (Stein, 2006), organizational tenure (Ploeger & Bisel, 2013),
transformational leadership (Men, 2014), symmetrical internal communication and relationship
quality with the organization (Kim & Rhee, 2011), and communication preferences (amount,
channels, types of communication), decision making, leadership, motivation and goal setting
(Guzley, 1992), and perception of the flow of information (White et al., 2010). Outcomes found
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by previous research include employee performance and job satisfaction (Goris, et. al, 2000;
Lantara, 2019; Ruliana et al, 2018); advocacy (White et al., 2010); employee commitment
(Nordin, 2014); and reduced turnover intentions (Kang & Sung, 2017).
Previous studies on organizational communication climate reveal a trend in positive
outcomes such as advocacy and reduced turnover intentions which are beneficial to the
organization. Organizational communication climate in this study refers an employee’s
perception that the organization listens to and cares about their input. In that sense, it is
consistent with Atouba, Carlson, and Lammers’s (2019) concept of employee work participation,
which assesses how much an employee perceives that the organization values their input when
making decisions related to organizational activities or their job position. It is essentially a
measure of the openness of the communication climate within the organization, such that
employees’ voices are valued. In other words, organizational communication climate refers to
whether or not an employee feels their input is welcome and that their opinions, ideas, or voices
matter. Therefore, I expect that communication climate can help nurture employee voice
behaviors. Previous research is limited when looking at perceptions of organizational
communication climate among employees in academia and its relation to voice behavior. Thus,
an exploration of the relation between organizational communication climate and promotive and
prohibitive voice behavior is important because the way it is perceived by employees in higher
education institutions influences and might encourage or inhibit their voice behavior. I argue
that a positive relationship is likely to exist between communication climate and voice behavior.
Indeed, I expect that the more employees perceive that the organizational communication climate
is open and welcoming or that their voice matters and can make a difference, the more likely
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they are to speak up and express ways in which to do things better or to call attention to failures
that exist within the institution. Therefore, I hypothesize the following:
H3: There is a positive relationship between perceived organizational communication
climate and voice behavior.
H3a: There is a positive relationship between perceived organizational communication
climate and promotive voice behavior
H3b: There is a positive relationship between perceived organizational communication
climate and prohibitive voice behavior
Organizational Politics and Voice Behavior
Organizations are political systems wherein organizational politics exist in the form of
employee perceptions of members’ behavior as “self-serving, contradictory to organizational
objectives, and premeditated to cause individuals, groups, or entities harm” (Hochwarter &
Thompson, 2010, p. 1372). These types of politically induced actions within organizations are
viewed as dysfunctional, and negative (Gandz & Murray, 1980; Mintzberg, 1983; Voyer, 1994).
That is, organizational politics reflects actions by members motivated by the specific intentions
of personal benefit without care about other member’s well-being (Kacmar & Baron, 1999) or
having agendas to influence others for their own gain while creating a disadvantage for others
(Sussman et al., 2002). Nye and Witt (1993) studied constructs of organizational politics such as
going along with the flow for personal gain and note that organizational politics may be a
reflection of how employees feel and perceive the general organizational climate, supporting
previous findings that suggest organizational politics should be compared with scales measuring
organizational climate (Kacmar & Ferris, 1991).
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Some of the research on organizational politics includes different findings. Using a
political lens to examine members’ motives and behaviors, Sussman and colleagues (2002)
found significant differences in the types of methods used between work tasks and messages
motivated by political means, such as face-to-face or email communication behaviors. These
findings support Farrell and Peterson’s (1982) description of behaviors motivated politically as
extra-role behaviors that create “the distribution of advantages and disadvantages within the
organization” (1982, p. 405).
In turn, Wiltshire and colleagues (2014) examined the role of personality dimension in
predicting relationships between perceptions and reactions to organizational politics. They found
that perceptions of highly political communication environments foster more job stress,
counterproductive work behavior, and less job satisfaction (see also Zettler and Hilbig, 2010).
At the same time, Rosen and colleagues (2014) investigated variables that would, and as it turned
out, did demonstrate how organizational politics influence employees’ behaviors. Additionally,
Landells & Albrecht (2019) explored several tenets including the driving forces of gossip and
rumors. More recently, Li et al. (2020) stated that “when a feeling of uncertainty results from
organizational politics, employees lack certainty about whether their voice will ultimately change
the status quo and produce desired outcomes” (p. 447). In other words, when employees feel
people in the organization only care about themselves, then they may become disillusioned and
feel their voice would not make a positive difference. Furthermore, their study found that
organizational politics negatively affects promotive and prohibitive voice behavior (Li et al.,
2020) which in consistent with Landells and Albrechts’s (2019) finding that organizational
politics has a negative effect on employee’s feeling their work is meaningful.
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Predictors of organizational politics previously found in research include psychological
uncertainty (Li et al., 2020), honesty-humility (Wiltshire et al., 2014), and relationships,
communication, resources, reputation, and decisions (Landells & Albrecht, 2019). Outcomes
found include counterproductive work behavior, impression management behavior, and job
stress (Wiltshire et al., 2014; Landells & Albrecht, 2019), voice behaviors (Li et al., 2020), job
strain, exchange relationship, and contextual performance (Rosen et al., 2014), and indirect
effects on engagement (Landells & Albrecth, 2019). Thus, exploring organizational politics is of
importance in order to deter detrimental consequences that directly hinder organizational success
by triggering strain such as stress, burnout, and job dissatisfaction (Hotchwarter et al., 2003;
Miller et al., 2008; Chang et al, 2009; Vigoda-Gadot & Talmud, 2010). Along the lines of
engagement, Li and colleagues (Li et al., 2020) recommend future research “explore how
different conceptualizations of organizational politics influence employee voice” (p. 464).
Previous research on organizational politics reveals that organizational politics drives
varied outcomes. Organizational politics refers to the perception that a tendency exists for
employees to care more about personal gain or put their personal interests above the
organizational interest. Previous studies suggest that higher perceived organizational politics
decreases employees’ willingness to participate in organizational processes. In particular,
research has found a negative link between organizational politics and promotive and prohibitive
voice (Li et al., 2020). In other words, the more/stronger employees perceive organizational
politics at work, or that people are self-serving, the less they are likely to feel safe about
speaking up at work. Thus further research on the effects of organizational politics is important.
What is missing from research, however, is a specific look at organizational politics outcomes of
employees in academia such as counterproductive work behaviors. I feel that further research
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into how organizational politics affects employee voice in institutions of higher education is
warranted in order to attempt to discover ways in which to mitigate employee’s feeling that their
voice does not matter. I expect, in line with previous studies, that the more an employee in
academia perceives organizational politics at work or that other employees, especially upper
management, are primarily self-serving in their behaviors, the less likely they are to feel safe to
speak up about issues that they are aware of or are experiencing themselves. Thus, I believe and
argue that perceptions of organizational politics in higher education institutions will likely have a
negative effect on employee voice behavior which leads me to hypothesize the following:
H4: There is a negative relationship between perceived organizational politics and voice
behavior.
H4a: There is a negative relationship between perceived organizational politics and voice
behavior.
H4b: There is a negative relationship between perceived organizational politics and voice
behavior.
Literature Conclusion
Although there is a substantial amount of scholarly literature regarding employee voice
behavior and relevant topic areas of interest within communication environments, voice behavior
has not received a lot of attention within the domain of institutions of higher education. As
demonstrated in previous research, it is critical to study voice behavior within environments of
higher education. Not only can academia gain knowledge for institutional development and
potentially deter neoliberal effects, there is also a necessity to discover means to encourage
employee voice behavior. Therefore, this study contributes to the need to further understand this
phenomenon. The areas examined in the literature review recognize specific variables and reflect
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both individual and organizational factors that could shape, enable, or constrain employees’
voice behaviors.
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Chapter 3: Methods
In this chapter, I review the research design. First is an explanation of the context of who
and from where the participants were gathered for this study. I briefly describe the
demographics of the participants who contributed to this study through the survey. These
demographics show age, gender, education level, ethnicity, race, years of employment, employee
category, employee status and alumni status. Next, the procedure of how the survey was
distributed and the steps throughout are examined. After that, the measurements and what
variables were used and how they were measured in the study are described. Finally, how the
data was analyzed is discussed.
Setting
This study was conducted at El Paso Community College (EPCC), a two-year institution
of higher education located in the southwestern United States. This community college has
graduated more than 80,000 students over the last 50 years and employs on and off close to
3,000 employees on average. It is located district-wide throughout its five campuses and
administrative services center. The faculty and staff support the college mission that provides
for accessible quality and affordable education that prepares students for academic, professional
and personal growth and advance the regional workforce (El Paso Community College, n.d.). I
chose this educational institution because as an employee at this institution, my membership was
helpful in negotiating rapid access to participants of this place of work that meet the research
criteria in a prompt timeframe. According to Tracy (2013), one of the most convenient places to
start research/fieldwork is right where you are – in your own workplace, culture, social group,
classroom, vacation destination, or watering hole.
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EPCC was temporarily closed to the public during the research study due to a pandemic.
All non-essential employees were working remotely from provisional settings in their personal
residence via distance technology. School closures were enacted five months prior to the study
per an executive order from the state governor intended to further contain the spread of the
coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. Only limited essential staff were working on-site to ensure
continued critical college operations. The majority of services provided by college transitioned
to a virtual format, including class instruction, student services, and administrative services.
Participants
The sample procedure used was purposive convenience sampling. The participant
characteristic criteria were restricted to active employees at EPCC, excluding student workers.
Volunteer participants were recruited using online methods and the traditional recruitment of
word-of-mouth. The online methods included distribution of a recruitment letter to an electronic
mailing list of 3,975 full-time and part-time employees. The list of email addresses of potential
participants was provided by the Institutional Research Department at EPCC through an external
request for research assistance/information for active employees meeting the sample criteria.
EPCC Institutional Research employee ethnicity statistical report from payroll data indicates that
out of the 3,975 employees listed as active, only 2,314 employees received a paycheck during the
month the link to the survey was accessible. Employees not teaching or on leave without pay,
and recent retirees or separated employees not yet purged from the EPCC database system are
not included in the monthly employee statistic total for the reporting month reflecting the
participant sample population. Thus, the actual number of targeted employees for this study is
2,314.
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Participants for this study indicated age ranges between the intervals of 18 to 24 and 70
plus years of age. Every respondent must have consented online to the study before participating
in the self-administered survey. The data was collected via QuestionPro, a web-based survey
software. After that, the data was exported to the Windows version of the IBM Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 26 for statistical analysis. In a recruitment
effort to produce the sample of respondents, I sent emails and called EPCC colleagues to briefly
discuss the study and what was required of the participants. I asked them to encourage their coworkers to participate in the study. In addition, I sent an email to the leaders of the three
constituency groups at EPCC (Faculty Association, Professional Staff Association, and
Classified Staff Association) and asked them to encourage members of their corresponding
associations to participate in the study. Furthermore, I asked the Associate Vice President
responsible for the division I work for at EPCC to present the study at a cabinet leadership
meeting to recruit administrator participation. To further encourage participation, all
respondents that completed the survey were automatically entered in a random prize drawing for
a chance to win one of three Amazon.com gift cards with a $100 value.
This survey was open and made available to EPCC employees for about a month. After
the survey was deployed, seven survey reminders were sent, approximately two reminders per
week and one reminder on the last day that the survey was open. The results gathered 876
respondents who opened and started the survey, 811 respondents who consented and agreed to
participate, 688 (78.5%) respondents that answered all the questions on the survey, and 123
respondents that did not consent or dropped out of the survey. The percentages reported do not
account for the missing data. The response rate yielded a proportional sample size of
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approximately 20% of the target population listed as active (3,975) and 35% of the target
population reported from payroll data (2,314).
The sample included 467 (58.7%) females, 318 (39.9%) males, 2 (.3%) other, and 9
(1.1%) who preferred not to answer. In terms of education level, the sample includes 9 (1.1%)
participants with a high school diploma, 58 (7.3%) with some college, 161 (20.2%) with an
associate degree, 156 (19.6%) with a bachelor’s degree, 348 (43.7%) with a master’s degree, and
64 (8%) with a Ph.D. When reporting ethnicity, there were 613 (77.3%) respondents who
identified as Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity and 180 (22.7%) who did not. Looking at the race data,
600 (75.7%) respondents identified as white, 10 (1.3%) as black or African American, 11 (1.4%)
as Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian, 21 (2.6%) as Native American, 73 (9.2%) as
multiracial, and 78 (9.8%) as other. Reported employment ranged from less than one year to 50
years. The average length of employment was 14.4 years, the median 11 years, and mode 4
years.
When indicating employee category, there were 238 (30%) classified staff, 130 (16.4%)
professional staff, 37 (4.7 %) administrator, and 388 (48.9%) faculty. Faculty tenure was
reported as 42 (10.8%) on a tenure track, but not tenured; 107 (27.5%) tenured; and 240 (61.7%)
not on a tenure track. In terms of employee status, the sample included 459 (58%) full-time and
332 (42%) part-time employees, with only 188 (23.7%) indicating they have another paid job or
occupation. When identifying alumni status at EPCC, there were 249 (31.5%) respondents that
have taken at least one credit course at EPCC, 332 (42%) that graduated from EPCC, and 210
(26.5%) that have never taken a credit course at EPCC. The distribution rates of gender,
ethnicity, and employee status of survey respondents are comparatively proportional to rates
represented on EPCC monthly employee demographic data. For example, following are
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percentages from the respondents compared to percentages reported on the EPCC data
respectively: females, 58.7% to 57.5%; males, 39.9% to 42.5%; Hispanic, 77.3% to 79.5%; fulltime, 58% to 52.9%; and part-time, 42% to 47.1%.
Procedure
Before conducting the survey, a proposal was sent to the Institutional Review Boards at
the University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP) and EPCC and was approved. The survey was
developed with the help of my advisor using questions and scales from previous research and
studies. A pilot survey was created to observe and look for any flaws and errors that could be
changed to improve the final survey. I recruited EPCC employees that met the sample
population criteria and would be willing to take the pilot survey and provide feedback on what
they felt was difficult to understand or could be changed. Fourteen participants completed the
pilot survey and the majority provided constructive feedback. Comments were provided on how
some of the questions were worded, the font size of the scale items, and the options provided for
age demographics. The survey was revised taking the comments into consideration along with
additional errors that my advisor and I found when reviewing the results. For example, in order
to improve anonymity to respondents, the options to indicate participant age were changed from
specific age to age intervals.
The final copy of the survey went live and was deployed on Monday, September 24 th and
was officially closed on Monday, October 19th. The survey was administered via QuestionPro
and then the data was exported to SPSS for statistical analysis. The three winners of the prize
drawing for participating in the study and completing the survey were randomly selected by
QuestionPro and notified via email two weeks after the closing of the survey. The survey
contained questions that asked participants about their attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors
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concerning the topics of interest in the study. There were 811 participants who agreed and were
directed to the survey and whose data was recorded.
Measurement of Control Variables
Age. Participant responses show 35 were within 18 to 24 years old, 41 were within 25 to
29 years old, 56 were within 30 to 34 years old, 79 were within 35 to 39 years old, 91 were
within 40 to 44 years old, 87 were within 45 to 49 years old, 82 were within 50 to 54 years old,
112 were within 55 to 59 years old, 94 were within 60 to 64 years old, 68 were 65 to 69 years
old, and 46 were 70 and above years old.
Gender. Respondents chose from (1) female, (2) male, (3) other, or (4) prefer not to
answer. More participants were females than males. The number of respondents was 467
(58.7%) females, 318 (39.9%) males, 2 (.3%) other, and 9 (1.1%) preferred not to answer.
Education level. Respondents chose from (1) high school diploma, (2) some college, (3)
associate degree, (4) bachelor’s degree, (4) master’s degree, and (5) Ph.D. Among the
participants, 9 (1.1%) indicated their highest educational level as a high school diploma, 58
(7.3%) as some college, 161 (20.2%) as an associate degree, 156 (19.6%) as a bachelor’s degree,
348 (43.7%) as a master’s degree, and 64 (8%) as a Ph.D.
Ethnicity. Respondents chose from (1) YES or (2) NO regarding whether they were of
Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity. There were 613 (77.3%) respondents who identified as
Hispanic/Latinx and 180 (22.7%) who did not.
Race. Respondents choose from (1) White, (2) Black or African American, (3)
Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian, (4) Native American, (5) Two or more races/multiracial,
and (6) other. Looking at the race data, 600 (75.7%) respondents identified as white, 10 (1.3%)
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as black or African American, 11 (1.4%) as Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian, 21 (2.6%)
as Native American, 73 (9.2%) as multiracial, and 78 (9.8%) as other.
Years of Employment. This variable measured the number of years an employee has
worked for the organization. The length of employment options for the respondents ranged from
less than 1 year to no more than 50 years at the college, in correlation to the foundation of the
institution. Respondents indicated years of employment from less than one year to 50 years.
The average length of employment was 14.4 years, the median 11 years, and mode 4 years.
Employee category. Employee category represents the employee status with
organization. Respondents’ employee category ranged from (1) classified, (2) professional, (3)
administrator, to (4) faculty. A classified staff member is an employee whose primary job is
technical, clerical, secretarial, and/or maintenance support services (El Paso Community College,
2018, 3.07.04). A professional support staff member is an employee whose primary
responsibility is providing support in a specialized professional, service, support, or instructional
role for operational functions. The professional support employee may have supervisory
responsibilities (El Paso Community College, 2018, 3.07.03). An administrator is an employee
who is responsible for providing planning and operational leadership in the development,
implementation and management of major district-wide operational functions (El Paso
Community College, 2018, 3.07.01). A faculty member is an employee whose primary job is
instruction or are designated counselors or librarians (El Paso Community College, 2019,
3.07.02). This nominal measure is included as a control variable. When indicating employee
category, there were 238 (30%) classified staff, 130 (16.4%) professional staff, 37 (4.7 %)
administrator, and 388 (48.9%) faculty. Faculty tenure was reported as 42 (10.8%) on a tenure
track, but not tenured; 107 (27.5%) tenured; and 240 (61.7%) not on a tenure track.
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Employee status. Respondents chose from (1) full-time and (2) part-time. The sample
included 459 (58%) full-time employees and 332 (42%) part-time employees.
Alumni Status. Respondents chose from (1) have taken a credit course, (2) graduated
from, or (3) have never taken a credit course. When identifying alumni status at EPCC, there
were 249 (31.5%) respondents that have taken at least one credit course at EPCC, 332 (42%) that
graduated from EPCC, and 210 (26.5%) that have never taken a credit course at EPCC.
Measurement of Independent Variables
There were 5 different sections and multiple scales that make up the independent
variables that were used in this study. The scales are the organizational commitment scale, the
multidimensional work motivation scale, the communication climate scale, and the perception of
organizational politics scale. The list of all the items that were used for each of the scale
independent variables is provided in tables 3 - 5 (List of Scale Variables and Items) in appendix
A.
Organizational commitment. Employee organizational commitment was measured
using a scale that was adapted from Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979). The scale includes 15
items that measure felt commitment to the organization. Six items were reverse coded. The
scale included items such as “I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally
expected in order to help EPCC be successful.” The higher scores on this scale show more felt
commitment to the organization. The items were measured using a seven-step Likert scale
ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.” The alpha reliability for this scale
was good at .85 (M = 5.50, SD = 0.89).
Work motivation. Work motivation was measured using a multidimensional motivation
scale that was adapted from Gagné et al. (2015). The scale measures the extent to which
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employees are motivated by various sources/drivers/needs to put effort into their work. The
multidimensional work motivation measure consists of six dimensions or types of motivations.
These are extrinsic regulation – social, extrinsic regulation – material, introjected regulation,
identified regulation, intrinsic motivation, and amotivation. The 6 types of motivation are
measured in subscales and the items on the subscales respond to the item stem “why do you or
would you put effort into your current job?” The items on the subscales were measured using a
seven-step Likert scale ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.”
The first subscale measured extrinsic regulation – social, that is felt motivation for social
reasons such as seeking approval or respect from others. This subscale included three items such
as “because others (e.g. supervisor, colleagues, family, clients...) will respect me more.” The
higher score indicated that the individual is highly motivated by the expectation of social gain.
The alpha reliability for this subscale was good at .85 (M = 4.06, SD = 1.59).
The second subscale measured extrinsic regulation – material, that is felt motivation for
material reasons such as seeking financial gain or job security. This subscale included three
items such as “because I risk losing my job if I don’t put enough effort in it.” The higher score
shows more perceived motivation for material gain. The alpha reliability for this subscale was
respectable at .77 (M = 3.57, SD = 1.57).
The third subscale measured introjected regulation, which is felt motivation from internal
pressures such as avoidance of shame or guilt. This subscale included four items such as
“because otherwise I feel bad about myself.” The higher score shows more perceived motivation
from internal pressures. The alpha reliability for this subscale was good at .80 (M = 5.16, SD =
1.42).
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The fourth subscale measured identified regulation, which is felt motivation from
identifying with shared values or meaning. This subscale included three items such as “because I
personally consider it important to put efforts in this job.” The higher score shows more
perceived motivation from identified shared values. The alpha reliability for this subscale was
excellent at .91 (M = 6.45, SD = 0.83).
The fifth subscale measured intrinsic motivation, that is doing the job for its own sake
such as because it is interesting or enjoyable. This subscale included three items such as
“because I have fun doing my job.” The higher score shows more perceived motivation for its
own sake. The alpha reliability for this subscale was excellent at .94 (M = 6.14, SD = 1.10).
The final subscale measured amotivation, which is the absence of motivation or no effort.
This subscale included three items such as “I don’t put effort into my job, because I really feel
that I’m wasting my time at work.” The higher score shows more perceived lack of motivation.
The alpha reliability for this subscale was excellent at .92 (M = 1.53, SD = 1.05).
Communication climate. Perception of communication climate was measured using a
scale adapted from Atouba et al. (2019). The employee work participation scale measures a
respondent’s perceptions about the organization’s communication climate through employee
work participation, which assesses how much an employee perceives the organization values
their input when making decisions related to organizational activities or their job position. It is
essentially a measure of the openness of the communication climate within the organization,
such that employees’ voices are valued. This scale included five items such as “my colleagues
and superiors are genuinely interested in what I have to say.” The items were measured using a
seven-step Likert scale ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.” The higher
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score shows the employee perceived more interest in their input from the organization. The
alpha reliability for this subscale was excellent at .93 (M = 4.89, SD = 1.51).
Perception of organizational politics. Perceived organizational politics was measured
using a scale adapted from Landells and Albrecht (2019). The scale measured the degree of
perceived self-serving behaviors on different dimensions including using relationships, use of
communication channels, personal reputation, influencing decision-making, and controlling
resources. This scale included fifteen items such as “at EPCC, people abuse their authority by
making decisions that benefit themselves.” The items were measured using a seven-step Likert
scale ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.” The higher score shows more
perceived politically influenced behaviors. The alpha reliability for this scale was excellent at
.98 (M = 3.79, SD = 1.60).
Measurement of Dependent Variable
Voice behavior. Voice behavior was measured using a scale that was adapted from
Liang et al. (2012). The scale measured the degree to which an employee voices suggestions or
recommendations for organizational success. Two types of voice behavior are categorized into
subscales. The items on the subscales were measured using a seven-step Likert scale ranging
from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.”
The first subscale measured promotive voice, which is voice behavior meant to express
new ideas for improving the function of the organization. This subscale included five items such
as “I proactively voice out constructive suggestions that help EPCC reach its goals.” The higher
score shows more felt expression of promotive voice. The alpha reliability for this subscale was
excellent at .94 (M = 4.92, SD = 1.40).
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The second subscale measured prohibitive voice, which is voice behavior meant to
express concern about practices or activities that are harmful to the organization. This subscale
included five items such as “I speak up honestly about problems that might cause serious loss to
EPCC, even when/though dissenting opinions exist.” The higher score shows more felt
expression of prohibitive voice. The alpha reliability for this subscale was good at .88 (M =
4.86, SD = 1.24).
Analysis
To examine and answer the first research question of the study, frequency tables are
provided in appendix A to highlight the various ways that employees reported engaging in voice
behaviors. One table (Table 6) was created showing employee promotive voice behavior results,
a second (Table 7) showing employee prohibitive voice behavior, and a third (Table 8) showing
voiced and reported unethical/unfair behavior. To examine and test the first hypothesis, a oneway ANOVA was conducted to test if promotive or prohibitive employee voice behavior have a
positive relationship with alumni status.
To examine and answer the second research question and test the second, third, and
fourth hypotheses, correlation and multiple linear regressions were conducted. Table 9 shows
the descriptive statistics of all the main variables in this study before examining the relationships
between them. First, a bivariate correlation was conducted to test which variables are
correlated/have a relationship to one another. The variables included in this measure were
organizational commitment, extrinsic regulation – social, extrinsic regulation – material,
introjected regulation, identified regulation, intrinsic motivation, amotivation, communication
climate, perception of organizational politics, promotive voice, and prohibitive voice. Once this
data was gathered, it was recorded into a correlation matrix table (Table 10).
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Next, multiple linear regressions were conducted to evaluate the prediction of which
control variables (age, gender, education level, ethnicity, race, years employed, employee
category, employee status, and alumni status) and independent variables (organizational
commitment, extrinsic regulation – social, extrinsic regulation – material, introjected regulation,
identified regulation, intrinsic motivation, communication climate, and organizational politics)
are related to the dependent variables (promotive and prohibitive voice behavior). Tables 11-12
can be referred to below in appendix A.
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Chapter 4: Results
This chapter describes and explains in detail the results from the analysis of the data
gathered from the survey administered and presents the findings of the study for each of the
predictor variables included in the analysis. The data was collected via QuestionPro, a webbased survey software. After that, the data was exported to the Windows version of the IBM
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 26 for statistical analysis. The chapter
provides the data analysis’ results and what they mean in relation to the research questions and
hypotheses. It describes what hypotheses were supported or not supported. The statistical
presentation of the results are provided in tabular and/or graphic format in appendix A.
Employee Voice Behavior
Tables 6, 7, and 8 below provide the frequencies of employee voice behavior. Looking at
table 6, it shows that in general, participants within the organization reported that they slightly
agree that they engage in promotive voice. The highest mean among the promotive voice items
is the item that states “I raise suggestions to improve EPCC’s working procedures.” The second
highest mean item was for the item that states “I proactively develop and make suggestions for
issues that may influence EPCC.” The lowest mean item was for the item which states that “I
proactively suggest new projects which at beneficial to EPCC.” The means between the lowest
two items was not by much of a difference.
Table 7 shows that in general, participants within the organization reported that they
slightly agree that they engage in prohibitive voice. The average mean reported for prohibitive
voice items was slighter lower than the average reported for promotive voice items. The highest
mean among the prohibitive voice items was for the item which states that “I speak up honestly
about problems that might cause serious loss to EPCC, even though dissenting opinions exist.”
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The second highest was mean was for the item that states “I advise other colleagues against
undesirable behaviors that would hamper job performance.” The lowest mean item was for the
item which states “I voice out opinions on things that might affect efficiency at EPCC, even if
that would embarrass others.”
Table 8 shows that on average participants reported that they agree to voice
unethical/unfair voice behavior, meaning they are willing to engage in talking about
unethical/unfair behaviors. The highest mean for voicing unethical/unfair behavior was for the
item which states that “I speak up or voice my concerns when I see evidence of racial, sexual, or
homophobic harassment or discrimination at EPCC.” Table 8 also shows that in general,
participants within the organization reported that they sometimes engage in reporting
unethical/unfair behavior. The highest mean for reporting unethical/unfair behavior was for the
item which states that “you report your coworkers’ inappropriate/unethical behavior to the
appropriate personnel.” The results in the three frequency tables help answer research question
#1 that asked how employees in higher education institutions engage in voice behavior. Results
show that employees are likely to participate in expressing promotive and prohibitive voice, and
in voicing inappropriate/unethical behavior. The results indicate, however, that employees are
less willing to report inappropriate/unethical behavior than to talk about it. This is reflected in a
sizeable difference between the means of the voicing and reporting items.
Variables Influencing Employee Voice Behavior
Hypothesis #1 tested for a positive relationship between employee alumni status and both
promotive and prohibitive voice behavior. Two one-way ANOVAs were performed to compare
the three alumni status categories in terms of promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors. The
tests showed no significant relationship for promotive voice [F(2,738) = .88 , p = .42], nor for
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prohibitive voice [F(2,738) = .13 , p = .88]. Those results indicate that hypothesis #1 was not
supported and there is no relationship between alumni status and voice behavior.
Table 10 presents the correlation matrix of study variables. All the variables were
matched to determine whether the change in the score for a variable is correlated with the change
in score on a second variable. The table basically shows which variables have a significant
correlation with one another, indicated by a significant level at p < .05 or p < .01. The variables
that are significantly correlated with promotive voice behavior include organizational
commitment (r = .25, p < .01), identified regulation (r = .18, p < .01), intrinsic motivation (r =
.20, p < .01), amotivation (r = -.08, p < .05), communication climate (r = .32, p < .01), and
perception of organizational politics (r = -.10, p < .01). The variables that are significantly
correlated with prohibitive voice behavior include organizational commitment (r = .19, p < .01),
identified regulation (r = .13, p < .01), intrinsic motivation (r = .15, p < .01), and communication
climate (r = .20, p < .01). These results provide some preliminary indications of significant
relationships between predictor variables and employee voice behavior.
Table 11 shows the results of a multiple linear regression performed to examine what
variables were the best predictors for promotive voice behavior. The multiple linear regression
determined that identified regulation (β = .10, p < .05), communication climate (β = .37, p < .01),
and perceptions of organizational politics (β = .15, p < .01) were the only significant predictors
for promotive voice behavior, after accounting for the effects of all other predictors in the model.
Table 12 shows the results of a multiple linear regression performed to examine what
variables were the best predictors for prohibitive voice behavior. The linear regression
determined that only communication climate (β = .24, p < .01), and perceptions of organizational
politics (β = .11, p < .05) were significant predictors for promotive voice behavior.
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The results do not support hypothesis #2 which states there is a positive relationship
between organizational commitment and (a) promotive and (b) prohibitive voice behavior.
There is no significant relationship between organizational commitment and either promotive or
prohibitive voice behavior, at least not a direct one.
Research question #2 asked whether there was a relationship between employee work
motivation and (a) promotive and (b) prohibitive voice. There was a significant relationship
between one work motivation type, identified regulation, and promotive voice behavior.
However, there was no significant relationship between any work motivation types and
prohibitive voice behavior.
Hypothesis #3 which states that there is a positive relationship between perceived
communication climate and (a) promotive and (b) prohibitive voice behavior was supported.
The results support hypothesis #3 and show there is a significant relationship between perceived
communication climate and both promotive and prohibitive voice behavior.
Hypothesis #4 which states there is a negative relationship between perceived
organizational politics and (a) promotive and (b) prohibitive voice behavior was not supported.
The results, instead and very surprisingly, indicate a positive relationship between perceived
organizational politics and both promotive and prohibitive voice behavior.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
The purpose of this research study is to examine individual and organizational predictors
of employee voice behavior in higher education institutions. The factors that I examined in this
study on voice behavior were alumni status, organizational commitment, work motivation,
perceived communication climate, and perceived organizational politics. The results of the study
show three predictors, namely work motivation, organizational communication climate, and
organizational politics that influence promotive voice behavior. Additionally, the results show
that organizational communication climate and perceived organizational politics affect
prohibitive voice behavior. Furthermore, the results show that alumni status and organizational
commitment were not at all (directly) related to either promotive or prohibitive employee voice
behavior. The following sections present an in-depth explanation of the meaning of the results
for the main variables, the implications, and the limitations and suggestions for future research.
Employee Voice Behavior
The first research question asked how employees in higher education engage in voice
behavior. The results show that employees at EPCC are likely to engage in both promotive and
prohibitive voice behavior, and in voicing inappropriate/unethical behavior. What this means is
that employees in academia appear to be likely willing to speak up to offer suggestions for how
to improve the institution and are also likely willing to express concern when they are aware of
harmful situations or incidents within EPCC or if they saw unethical behavior such as sexual
harassment. This result further illustrates what Detert & Burris (2007) define as voice that is
powerful; in this study in particular, that employees in academia are likely willing to volunteer
information to improve the institution. Furthermore, it supplements Liang and colleagues (2012)
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research on functions of employee voice that includes to talk about what can be done better or
what is harmful.
In contrast to voicing about unethical/unfair behavior, on average people indicated that
they only sometimes agree to report unethical/unfair behavior. This appears to indicate an
interesting shift; that while people are willing to speak up and discuss unethical/unfair behavior,
they are less likely to formally report it. This may be due to the perceived risks and penalties
that they may incur when formally reporting an incident. For example, people may be willing to
talk to coworkers about something they saw or call out somebody at a meeting or in private to
intervene or try to make unethical or abusive behavior stop. However, people are less willing to
formally file a report to formal administrative structures because they might feel they are putting
someone’s or their own job in jeopardy, and they are not willing to sacrifice that. Another risk of
reporting versus talking about unethical/unfair behavior may be the fear that comes from losing
anonymity. Employees might feel secure to confide in co-workers to keep their identity a secret;
however, filing a report may require employees to expose their identity. This result is consistent
with Mao and DeAndrea’s (2019) examination of prohibitive behavior predictors such as
anonymity, safety, and efficacy, that indicates employees may test the waters before they decide
if it is safe and worthwhile to disclose their identity. It also supplements Dykstra-Devette and
Tarin’s (2019) analysis of how organizational policies sometimes discourage individuals to
report harassment. Furthermore, employees may be less willing to report harmful incidents to
avoid being seen as a snitch or villain, as is found by Wåhlin-Jacobsen (2020).
The data from the responses reveals that there is definitely a gap between speaking up
about unethical/unfair behavior and reporting it. By their own admission, employees at EPCC
are less willing to formally report incidents of unethical/unfair behavior. What we can take away
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from this result is that perhaps institutional administration should review their reporting policing
to finds ways that enable employees to feel more confident and safe in the reporting process.
Alumni Status
The first hypothesis tested for a positive relationship between employee alumni status and
a) promotive and b) prohibitive voice behavior. I expected that alumni status would have a
positive relationship to employee voice behavior due to alumni employees’ pre-experience and
perhaps stronger commitment to the institution that could translate to feeling more comfortable
and/or compelled to speaking up, because previous research had shown that alumni engagement
is expressed through behaviors and bonds (Shen & Sha, 2020). Surprisingly, however, the
results indicate the hypothesis is not supported and therefore not consistent with forms of alumni
engagement. What this appears to suggest is that an employee’s pre-introduction to EPCC does
not appear to influence or drive their propensity to speak up at work. The extent to which they
offer suggestions or voice concern is not influenced by whether or not they have taken a course
or graduated from EPCC. What we can learn from this result is that alumni status is not
necessarily a strong influencer of commitment and expressions of commitment and that alumni
and non-alumni seem to respond the same in their voice behavior. Their same levels of reporting
willingness to speak up may be attributed to other factors, such as organizational culture or
communication climate.
Organizational Commitment
The results do not support the second hypothesis which stated that there would be a
positive relationship between organizational commitment and a) promotive and b) prohibitive
voice behavior. I had expected a positive relationship between organizational commitment and
employee voice behavior because as seen in previous research, like Allen & Meyer (1990),
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commitment can manifest into several levels of involvement, such that committed individuals
could possibly feel a willingness to exert effort to speak up. However, the findings show there is
no significant relationship between organizational commitment and either promotive or
prohibitive voice behavior. What this appears to imply is that at EPCC people who indicate they
feel high organizational commitment were not more likely to speak up at work than those who
felt low organizational commitment, after considering other factors. What we can learn is that an
employee’s felt level of commitment to an organization does not necessarily lead to more
willingness to speak up and discuss harmful issues or suggest creative ways to do things;
although employees’ commitment to the organization is important and can manifest itself in a
variety of ways, other factors likely play a more important role in determining employees’ voice
behaviors. Given that there were positive correlations between organizational commitment and
both promotive and prohibitive voice behavior, it is possible that these relationships are only
indirect, mediated, or impacted by other variables such as perceptions of the organizational
communication climate, organizational politics, or work motivations. Future research should
explore those possibilities to clarify the relationship between organizational commitment and
voice behavior.
Work Motivation
The second research question asked if there was a relationship between employee work
motivation and (a) promotive and (b) prohibitive voice behavior. I expected that work
motivation would be a potential driver of voice because previous research (Sun et al., 2016) has
found relationships between work motivation and job performance and organizational citizenship
behavior. Therefore, motivated employees may be more willing to speak up and suggest ways to
improve job performance. As suspected, the results showed a relationship between work
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motivation and employee voice behavior. However, there was no relationship found between
work motivation and prohibitive work behavior. In regards to promotive voice behavior, the
relationship was limited to only one type of motivation. The results show there was a significant
relationship between identified regulation and promotive voice behavior. The relationship
between identified regulation and promotive work behavior is positive. Thus, the data indicates
that identified regulation is a good driver for employee promotive voice behavior. Identified
regulation is a motivation type that is autonomous, meaning that it is self-endorsed, such as an
individual being motivated because of the job’s meaning. What this appears to suggest is that at
EPCC, the more an employee indicates they are motivated because they find meaning or value in
their work, the more likely they are willing to speak up and share suggestions on how to improve
institutional processes. This is probably happening because their job is of personal importance to
them. Examining the partial relationship of this finding could be of further research interest,
such as looking into what could be the reason why motivation did not show a link to prohibitive
voice. Organizations could possibly consider that perhaps, even for motivated employees, the
expression of prohibitive voice behavior may still be thought of as having risky “strings
attached” and reconsider their willingness or lack thereof to speak up about harmful situations.
Communication Climate
The results support the third hypothesis which states there is a positive relationship
between perceived organizational communication climate and (a) promotive and (b) prohibitive
voice behavior. In this study, organizational communication climate refers to an employee’s
perception that the organization listens to and cares about their input. Essentially, it is a measure
of the openness of the communication climate and whether or not an employee feels their input is
welcome and their opinions, ideas, or voices matter to the organization. Given the trend of
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outcomes found in previous communication climate research such as increased employee
performance and job satisfaction (White et al., 2010), tendency to stimulate advocacy (White et
al., 2010) and a sense of belongingness to the organization (Atouba, Carlson, & Lammers, 2019),
I expected that the more an employee perceived the organizational communication climate to be
open and inclusive, the more likely they would be willing or inspired to speak up in ways to
benefit the organization or advocate against harmful situations that hinder organizational success
or employee well-being. The results show there is a significant and positive relationship
between perceived communication climate and both promotive and prohibitive voice behavior.
The data indicates that communication climate is a predictor for both promotive and prohibitive
voice behavior. What is of particular interest in this relation is that among all the variables
examined in this study, communication climate was the strongest and most important predictor
of voice behavior. The link between communicate climate and voice behavior appears to imply
that the more employees at EPCC perceive that the communication climate is an open and
welcoming environment where their voice matters or can make a difference, the more likely they
are willing to speak up and express ways in which to do things better or to call attention to
failures that exist within the institution. In other words, the communication climate can help
nurture employee voice behavior. What we can learn is that developing an environment where
employees perceive their input is valued within the organization can foster a climate of inclusion
and equity of voice.
Organizational Politics
The results do not support the fourth hypothesis which stated that there is a negative
relationship between perceived organizational politics and (a) promotive and (b) prohibitive
voice behavior. I expected a negative relationship because previous research has shown that
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organizational politics outcomes are counterproductive to work behavior (Wiltshire et al., 2014).
Surprisingly, however, results were contradictory to my expectations. Even though the results
show a link between organizational politics and voice behavior, the relationship was not a
negative one; in fact, results indicate significant positive relationships between perceptions of
organizational politics and both promotive and prohibitive voice behavior. What this appears to
suggest is that at EPCC, the more an employee perceives that people within the organization care
more about their personal gain or put their personal interest above the organizational interest, the
more likely they are to engage in suggesting improvement or express concern about harmful
factors. This is probably happening because the more an employee feels that counter
productivity is occurring, the more they feel that speaking up about it may help deter further selfinterests. This outcome warrants further research as it is surprisingly inconsistent with previous
literature findings reported, as recently as this past year (Li et al., 2020).
Implications
In this study on voice behavior, the focus was centered on the voice behaviors of
employees at higher education institutions. Given the limited literature on employee voice
behaviors at colleges and universities, the following implications of the findings may likely be of
substantial interest to board members, administrators, top management, leaders, and employees
at educational institutions.
First, leadership involved in systemic reviews could take a more refined look at their
reporting policies to provide ways that enable employees to feel more confident and safe with the
reporting process. Discovering ways to break down the barriers that inhibit employees to report
misconduct could be beneficial to educational institutions to mitigate the suppression of
employee voice and thus possibly bring awareness of unethical/unfair behaviors that might help
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reduce further incidents. The voice behaviors found to be expressed more frequently by
employees were promotive and prohibitive voice, and voice about unethical/unfair behavior.
Notably, however, employees are far less likely to report unethical/unfair behavior. According
to the results, employees are not willing to officially report colleague misconduct or
inappropriate behavior. The result further highlights previous findings regarding anonymity,
safety, and efficacy (Mao & DeAndrea, 2019); and organizational policies as barriers to
reporting inappropriate behaviors (Dykstra-Devette and Tarin, 2019; Kelsky, 2017). Clearly, at
colleges and universities, such as EPCC, more attention to how and if reporting processes are
effectively used by employees to express voice is warranted.
Second, leadership could consider developing human resources development strategies
built upon the self-determination theory to nurture employee motivation and thus foster
employees to speak up. The data from this examination indicates that identified regulation, a
motivation type that is autonomous, meaning that it is self-endorsed, is a good driver for
employee promotive voice behavior. This is most likely because their job is of personal
importance to them. It may be practical for institutions of higher education to promote selfmanifested value of performing work tasks and the “instrumental value it represents,” (Gagné,
2015, p. 179) which shapes employee voice behavior.
Third, leadership at institutions of higher education could encourage favorable
communication environments like encouraging supervisory level employees to solicit and
seriously consider employees to speak up and provide input in decision making and academic
governance to minimize neoliberal tendencies (Sethares, 2020). In addition, leadership should
require employees in positions of power to attend ethics training in an effort to help reduce
effects of rankism among stratified and hierarchical employee categories. Communication

57

climate is one of the organizational factors examined that had a strong relationship with both
promotive and prohibitive employee voice behavior. Notably, it was the strongest and most
important predictor of voice behavior among all the variables examined and thus prioritizing the
conditions to foster a favorable communication climate is essential. In addressing information
flow and openness, colleges and universities are “building relational capital with employees that
help them feel both trusted and imbued with the tools to do their job” (Walden & Westerman,
2018, p. 605).
Fourth, leadership could put forth efforts to eliminate perceptions of unfairness so that the
efforts on employee voice behavior can focus more on improving other aspects in the
organization. Unexpectedly, the data indicate significant positive relationships between
perceptions of organizational politics and both promotive and prohibitive voice behavior. By
shifting the focus away from organizational politics factors like gossip, employees could instead
concentrate on suggesting ways to mitigate unfair/unethical behaviors that may be detrimental to
their or colleagues health and wellbeing.
In addition, this study also suggests implications for what to minimize. Human resource
leadership involved in hiring processes should concentrate less on alumni status and consider
other factors such as a candidate’s motivation for the job and whether or not the potential
employee will be willing to speak up to contribute to institutional success. According to the
results of this study, neither alumni status nor organizational commitment foster significant
relationships with employee voice behavior. Therefore, when planning efforts to encourage
employees to be more vocal, leadership should focus on organizational factors, such as
communication climate.
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Limitations and Future Research
Although this study of individual and organizational predictors of employee voice
contributes to our understanding of voice behavior in higher education institutions, the findings
should be understood taking into consideration some limitations of the study. The limitations
include sample size, location of targeted college, physical working environment of target
population, college workplace sites, and employee category response rates.
The first limitation was the participant sample size, composition, and diversity. The
sample of employees that completed the entire survey may not necessarily generalize the
population of all community colleges. A larger sample size involving more community colleges
across the nation could provide more generalizable results. Future research should consider
stronger recruitment efforts to generate a more sizeable, diverse, and representative group of
participants from within the target population.
A second limitation was location of the targeted college. EPCC has a unique environment
compared to other community colleges with respect to location and its distance from other
community colleges. Located at the west-most point in the state of Texas, EPCC is the only nonfor-profit community college in the city, compared to other community colleges in Texas that are
closer in proximity to competing community colleges. Perhaps this accounts for alumni status
not having a relationship with employee voice behavior. EPCC is the only community college
option in the city which may foster a strong culture among its employees that may impact a
similar sense of identification to that of alumni employees. Future research should consider
targeting employees from more than one college or university.
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A third limitation was the COVID-19 conditions and related changes that affect the target
population. All non-essential employees were working remotely from provisional settings in
their personal residence via distance technology due to on-site restrictions in an effort to prevent
the spread of a viral pandemic. COVID related changes and impacts on employee health and
wellbeing could have potentially affected both the participation rate in the study as well as how
employees/respondents answered items/questions. Future research should duplicate the research
study when employees are working under more normal/typical conditions or perhaps consider
longitudinal investigations of the targeted population.
A fourth limitation was college workplace sites. EPCC has five campuses and an
administrative services center located throughout the district. Perceptions of communication
environments may differ for employees depending on which campus they are assigned to, or
whether they work at multiple sites. This was not controlled for in this study, but future studies
examining such organizations should probably account for possible differences across sites.
A fifth limitation was employee category response rates. The percentage of responses
reported from each employee category does not reflect the actual ratio of employee category
percentages as reported from EPCC Human Resources for the corresponding time-frame of the
study. For instance, classified staff only show a valid response rate of 30% compared to the
actual percentage of 44%. Future research could purposively target respondents according to
categorical ranking percentages to represent a more generalized employee population.
Notably, employees categorized as classified staff belong to the lowest level in the
hierarchical categories at the college. Their response rate may indicate the presence of rankism
at EPCC which may suggest employees do not feel safe to express their voice. Coincidentally,
an employee that participated in the pilot study reached out to me after the live survey was
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deployed to all employees, expressing concern over possible retaliation from upper management
for completing the pilot survey. The employee informed me that a member from upper
management sent an email to employees under the corresponding division discouraging them
from participating in the research study. This may very well be an example of an employee’s
misuse of their authoritative power to suppress employee voice behavior.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion
The objective of this study was to examine the communication perspectives of employees
in higher education institutions. Specifically, this research focused on the role of key individual
and organizational factors that may explain or influence employee voice behavior such as alumni
status, organizational commitment, work motivation, communication climate, and organizational
politics. The goal of this study was not solely to better understand the communication construct
of voice behavior in a particular context, but also to provide recommendations that are useful in
increasing the value and contributions of employees to their colleges and universities, and,
therefore contribute to improve those institutions. In pursuit of unpacking predictors or
determinants of voice, I investigated what factors enable or constrain employees in higher
education institutions to speak up.
This study collected data from the respondents in the target population to answer the
research questions and hypotheses previously stated. To test and analyze the data, two one-way
ANOVA were conducted in addition to frequency, correlation, and multiple regression analyses.
The findings from this study are beneficial and contribute to communication research because it
shows if, how, and why employees in higher education institutions participate in voice behavior.
In sum, what we can take away from the results of this research study on predictors of
employee voice behavior in higher education institutions is that they suggest that organizational
factors are more important predictors of employee voice behavior than individual factors. In
other words, organizational environments’ characteristics such as communication climate and
perceived organizational climate are stronger or more important drivers of employees’ voice
behaviors in academia than employee alumni status, motivation, and organizational commitment.
In addition, the fact that among all the variables examined, communication climate was the
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strongest and most important predictor of employee voice behavior, is particularly noteworthy.
That result suggests that the more employees in academia perceive that the communication
climate is an open and welcoming environment where their voice matters or can make a
difference, the more likely they are willing to speak up.
This study represents an exploration and contribution to a gap in academic literature on
predictors of employee voice behavior within higher education environments. What we can take
away is that employees at colleges and universities are more influenced in their desire to
participate in expressing their voice by organizational factors than by individual factors.
Exerting efforts to nurture these drivers of voice behavior may not only benefit the success of the
institutions, but may very well be a catalyst for building diversity and equity of voice that
supports a collective dialogue.

63

References
Acker, J. (2012). Gendered organizations and intersectionality: problems and possibilities.
Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An International Journal, 31(3), 214-224.
Allen, M. W. (2017). Commitment. The International Encyclopedia of Organizational
Communication, 1–10. doi: 10.1002/9781118955567.wbieoc028
Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J .P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective, continuance,
and normative commitment to the organization. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63,
1-18.
Ashford, S. J., & Barton, M. (2007). Identity-based issue selling. In C. A. Bartel, S. Blader, &
A. Wrzesniewski (Eds.), Identity and the Modern Organization (pp. 223-234). Mahwah,
NJ: Erlbaum.
Ashforth, B. E., Harrison, S. H., & Corley, K. G. (2008). Identification in Organizations: An
Examination of Four Fundamental Questions. Journal of Management, 34(3), 325–374.
doi: 10.1177/0149206308316059
Ashforth, B. E., & Saks, A. M. (1996). Socialization tactics: longitudinal effects on newcomer
adjustment. Academy of Management Review, 39(1), 149-178.
Atouba, Y. C., Carlson, E. J., & Lammers, J. C. (2019). Directives and Dialogue: Examining the
Relationship Between Participative Organizational Communication Practices and
Organizational Identification Among IT Workers. International Journal of Business
Communication, 56(4), 530-559. doi:10.1177/2329488416672430
Avey, J., Wernsing, T., & Palanski, M. (2012). Exploring the process of ethical leadership: The
mediating role of employee voice and psychological ownership. Journal of Business
Ethics, 107, 21-34.

64

Bai, Y., Lin, L., & Liu J. T. (2019) Leveraging the employee voice: a multi-level social learning
perspective of ethical leadership. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 30(12), 1869-1901. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2017.1308414
Balducci, C., Fraccaroli, F., & Shaufeli, W. B. (2011). Workplace bullying and its relation with
work characteristics, personality, and post-traumatic stress symptoms: an integrated
model. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping, 24, 499-513.
Barden, D. M. (2005). The age of reason. Chronicle of Higher Education, 52(13), 2-3.
Barratt-Pugh, L. G. B., & Krestelica, D. (2019). Bullying in higher education: culture change
requires more than policy. Perspectives: Policy and Practice in Higher Education, 23(23), 109-114.
Bendermacher, G. W. G., oude Egbrink, M. G. A., Wolfhagen, I. H. A. P., & Dolmans, D. H. J.
M. (2017). Unraveling quality culture in higher education: a realist review. Higher
Education, 73, 39-60.
Berk, R. A. (2017) Microagressions Trilogy: Part 1. Why do Microagressions Matter? The
Journal of Faculty Development, 31(1), 63-73.
Blackmore, P., Chambers, J., Huxley, L., & Thackwray, B. (2010). Tribalism and territoriality in
the staff and educational development world. Journal of Further and Higher Education,
34(1), 105-117.
Botero, I. C., & Van Dyne, L. (2009). Employee Voice Behavior: Interactive effects of LMX and
power distance in the United States and Colombia. Management Communication
Quarterly, 23(1), 84–104. doi: 10.1177/0893318909335415
Bucholz, W. (1993). Open communication climate. Guest lecture, Boone & Kurtz’s
Contemporary Business Communication, Prentice-Hall.

65

Chan, J. C. (2017, June 29). Talk About Diverse Hiring Often Means Faculty. What about staff?
The Chronicle of Higher Education.
Chang, C., Rosen, C. C., & Levy, P. E. (2009). The relationship between perceptions of
organizational politics and employee attitudes, strain, and behavior: A meta-analytic
examination. Academy of Management Journal, 52, 779-801.
Christensen-Madel, E.M. (2019). Rankism in Higher Education: A Critical Inquiry of Staff
Experiences (Doctoral Dissertation). Retrieved from Higher Education: Doctoral
Research Projects. 5.
Clark, B. R. (1983). The higher education system: Academic organization in cross-national
perspective. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Clotfelter, C. T. (2001). Who are the alumni donors? Giving by two generations from selective
colleges. Nonprofit Management & Leadership, 12, 119-138.
Commeiras, N., & Fournier, C. (2001). Critical evaluation of Porter et al.’s organizational
commitment questionnaire: Implications for researchers. Journal of Personal Selling &
Sales Management, 21(3), 239-245.
de Vries, G. D., Jehn, K. A., & Terwel, B. W. (2012). When Employees Stop Talking and Start
Fighting: The Detrimental Effects of Pseudo Voice in Organizations. Journal of Business
Ethics, 105(2), 221–230. doi: 10.1007/s10551-011-0960-4
Demirel, A. G., & Tosuner-Fikes, L. (2014). The e-mail use in open communication climates: A
path-analysis model. Global Media Journal, 4(8).
Dennis, H. S. (1974). A theoretical and empirical study of managerial communication climate in
complex organizations. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Purdue University, West
Lafayette, IN.

66

Detert, J. R., & Burris, E. R. (2007). Leadership Behavior and Employee Voice: Is the Door
Really Open? Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 869–884. doi:
10.5465/amj.2007.26279183
Detert, J. R., Burris, E. R., Harrison, D. A., & Martin, S. R. (2013). Voice Flows to and around
Leaders. Administrative Science Quarterly, 58(4), 624–668. doi:
10.1177/0001839213510151
Detert, J. R., & Treviño, L. K. (2010). Speaking Up to Higher-Ups: How Supervisors and SkipLevel Leaders Influence Employee Voice. Organization Science, 21(1), 249–270.
Donoghue, F. (2008). The last professors : the corporate university and the fate of the
humanities (1st ed.). Fordham University Press.
Downs, C. W., & Hazen, M. D. (1977). A Factor Analytic Study of Communication Satisfaction.
Journal of Business Communication, 14(3), 63-73. doi:10.1177/002194367701400306
Duggan, M. H. (2008). Non-instructional staff perceptions of college climate. In J. Lester (Ed.),
Gendered perspectives on community colleges: 142 new directions for community
colleges (pp. 47-56). Indianapolis, IN: Jossey-Bass.
Dykstra-DeVette, T. A., & Tarin, C. (2019). Isolating Structures of Sexual Harassment in
Crowdsourced Data on Higher Education. Women’s Studies in Communication, 42(3),
371–393.
Einarsen, S. & Mikkelsen, E. (2003). Individual effects of exposure to bullying at work. In S.
Einarsen, H. Hoel, D. Zapf, & C. Cooper (Eds.), Bullying and Emotional Abuse in the
Workplace (pp. 127-144). London: Taylor & Francis.
El Paso Community College. (2018). Board Policies. Retrieved from
https://www.epcc.edu/Administration/HumanResources/job-descriptions.

67

El Paso Community College. (2019). Board Policies. Retrieved from
https://www.epcc.edu/Administration/HumanResources/job-descriptions.
El Paso Community College. (n.d.). College mission statement. Retrieved from
https://www.epcc.edu/Administration/President.
Falcione, R. L., Sussman, L., & Herden, R. P. (1987). Communication climate in organizations.
In F. M. Jablin, L. L. Putman, K. H. Roberts, & L. W. Porter (Eds.), Handbook of
organizational communication: An interdisciplinary perspective (pp. 195-227). Newbury
Park, CA: Sage.
Farrell, D. & Peterson, J. (1982). Patterns of political behavior in organizations. Academy of
Management Review, 7, 403-428.
Ferraro, T., Pais, L., Moreira, J. M., & Dos Santos, N. R. (2018). Decent Work and Work
Motivation in Knowledge Workers: the Mediating Role of Psychological Capital. Applied
Research in Quality of Life, 13(2), 501.
Florenthal, B. & Tolstikov-Mast, Y. (2012). Organizational Culture: Comparing Faculty and
Staff Perspectives. Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice, 12(6), 81-90.
Forward, G. L., Czech, K., & Lee, C. M. (2011). Assessing Gibbs Supportive and Defensive
Communication Climate: An Examination of Measurement and Construct Validity.
Communication Research Reports, 28(1), 1–15. doi: 10.1080/08824096.2011.541360
Fuller, J. B., Barnett, T., Hester, K., Relyea, C. & Frey, L. (2007). An exploratory examination
of voice behavior from an impression management perspective. Journal of Managerial
Issues, 19(1), 134-151.
Fuller, R. W. (2006). All rise: Somebodies, nobodies, and the politics of dignity. San Francisco:
Berrett-Koehler.
68

Frey, J. H. (1981). Alumni love athletics: Myth or reality? CASE Currents, 7(11), 46.
Frisby, B. N., Sidelinger, R. J., & Tatum, N. T. (2019). Alumni Recollections of Interactions
with Instructors and Current Organizational Identification, Commitment, and Support of
the University. Communication Reports, 32(3), 161–172. doi:
10.1080/08934215.2019.1636107
Gagné, M., Forest, J., Vansteenkiste, M., Crevier-Braud, L., Broeck, A. V. D., Aspeli, A. K.,
Westbye, C. (2015). Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale. European Journal of
Work And Organizational Psychology, 24(2), 178-196. doi:
10.1080/1359432X.2013.877892
Gandz, J., Murray, V. V. (1980). The experience of workplace politics. Academy Management
Journal, 23(2), 237-251.
Gibb, J. (1961). Defensive communication. Journal of Communication, 11, 141-148.
Ginsberg, B. (2011). The fall of the faculty : the rise of the all-administrative university and why
it matters. Oxford University Press.
Goris, J. R., Vaught, B. C., & Pettit, J. D. (2000). Effects of Communication Direction on Job
Performance and Satisfaction: A Moderated Regression Analysis. Journal of Business
Communication, 37(4), 348–368. doi: 10.1177/002194360003700402
Grant, A., & Rothbard, N. (2013). When in doubt, seize the day? Security values, prosocial
values, and proactivity under ambiguity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98, 810-819.
Guzley, R. M. (1992). Organizational climate and communication climate: predictors of
commitment to the organization. Management Communication Quarterly, 5(4), 379-402.

69

Hallberg, L. R.M. & Strandmark, M. K. (2006). Health consequences of workplace bullying:
experiences from the perspective of employees in the public service sector. International
Journal of Qualitative Studies on Health & Well-Being, 1, 109-119.
Hargie, O. (2009). Auditing organizational communication: A handbook of research, theory and
practice. London: Routledge.
Harvey, D. (2005). A brief history of neoliberalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Hassan, S., Dehart‐Davis, L., & Jiang, Z. (2019). How empowering leadership reduces employee
silence in public organizations. Public Administration, 97(1), 116-131.
doi:10.1111/padm.12571
Henderson, N. (2005). A “nonacademic” career. Chronicle of Higher Education, 51(42), C1-C2.
Henning, M. A., Zhou, C., Adams, P., Moir F., Hobson, J., Hallet, C. & Webster, C. S. (2017).
Workplace harassment among staff in higher education: a systemic review. Asia Pacific
Education Review, 18, 521-539.
Herzberg, F. (1976). The managerial choice: To be efficient and to be human. Homewood, IL:
Dow Jones-Irwin.
Hirschman, A. O. (1970). Exit, voice, and loyalty: Responses to decline in firms, organizations,
and states. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Hochwater, W. A., Kacmar, K. M., Perrewé, P. L., and Johnson, D. (2003). Perceived
organizational support as a mediator of the relationship between politics perceptions and
work outcomes. Journal of Vocational Behaviors, 63, 438-456. doi: 10.1016/s00018791(02)00048-9

70

Hochwater, W. A., & Thompson, K. R. (2010). The moderating role of optimism on politicsoutcomes relationships: a test of competing perspectives. Human Relations, 63, 13711394. doi: 10.1177/0018726709357250
Hocker, K. J. (2015). Leadership in Action: Exploring Professional Staff’s Conceptions of
Leadership in Higher Education (Doctoral Dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest (UMI
No. 3663353)
Hodgins, M. & McNamara, P. M. (2017). Bullying and incivility in higher education
workplaces : Micropolitics and the abuse of power. Qualitative Research in
Organizations and Management: An International Journal, 12(3), 190–206.
doi:10.1108/qrom-03-2017-1508
Hoel, H., Faragher, B., & Cooper, C. L. (2004). Bullying is detrimental to health, but all
behaviours are not necessarily equally damaging. British Journal of Guidance &
Counselling, 32, 367-387.
Hogh, A., Mikkelsen, E. G., & Hansen, A. M. (2011). Individual consequences of workplace
bullying/mobbing. In S. Einarsen, H. Hoel, D. Zapf, & C. Cooper (Eds.), Bullying and
Harrassment in the Workplace (pp. 127-144). London: Taylor & Francis.
Hubbell, A. P., & Chory-Assad, R. M. (2005). Motivating factors: Perceptions of justice and
their relationship with managerial and organizational trust. Communication Studies,
56(1), 47-70. doi: 10.1080/0008957042000332241
Humphreys, M., & Brown, A. D. (2002) Narratives of organizational identity and identifications:
A case study of hegemony and resistance. Organization Studies, 23, 421-447.
doi:10.1177/0170840602233005

71

Jha, N., Potnuru, R. K. G., Sareen, P., & Shaju, S. (2019). Employee voice, engagement and
organizational effectiveness: a mediated model. European Journal of Training and
Development, 43(7/8), 699–718. doi: 10.1108/ejtd-10-2018-0097
Jusoh, M., Simun, M., & Chong, S. C. (2011). Expectation gaps, job satisfaction, and
organizational commitment of fresh graduates. Education Training, 53(6), 515–530. doi:
10.1108/00400911111159476
Kacmar, K. M. & Baron, R. A. (1999). Organizational politics: The estate of the field, links to
related processes, and an agenda for future research. In K. M. Rowland & G. R. Ferris
(Eds.), Research in personnel and human resources management (Vol. 17, pp. 1-39).
Greenwich, CT: JAI press.
Kacmar, K. M. & Carlson, D. S. (1997). Further validation of the perceptions of politics scale
(POPS): A multisample approach. Journal of Management, 23, 627-658.
Kacmar, K. M. & Ferris, G. R. (1991). Perceptions of organizational politics scale (POPS):
Development and construct validation. Educational and Psychological measurement, 51,
193-205.
Kang, M. & Sung, M. (2017). How symmetrical employee communication leads to employee
engagement and positive employee communication behaviors: The mediation of
employee-organization relationships. Journal of Communication Management, 21(1), 82102.
Kassing, J. W. (2002). Speaking Up: Identifying Employees’ Upward Dissent Strategies.
Management Communication Quarterly, 16(2), 187–209. doi:
10.1177/089331802237234

72

Kelsky, K. (2017, December 1). A crowdsourced survey of sexual harassment in the academy.
The Professor Is In.
Keyton, J. (2011). Communication and organizational culture: A key to understanding work
experience. Los Angeles: Sage Publications.
Kim, J.-N., & Rhee, Y. (2011). Strategic thinking about employee communication behavior
(ECB) in public relations: Testing the models of megaphoning and scouting effects in
Korea. Journal of Public Relations Research, 23(3), 243–268. doi:
10.1080/1062726x.2011.582204
Kim, S. S., Shin, D., Vough, H. C., Hewlin, P. F., & Vandenberghe, C. (2018). How do callings
relate to job performance? The role of organizational commitment and ideological
contract fulfillment. Human Relations, 71(10), 1319–1347. doi:
10.1177/0018726717743310
Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Doherty, M. L. (1989). Integration of climate and leadership:
Examination of a neglected issue. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 546-553.
Landells, E. M., & Albrecht, S. L. (2019). Perceived Organizational Politics, Engagement, and
Stress: The Mediating Influence of Meaningful Work. Frontiers in Psychology, 10.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01612
Lantara, A. N. F. (2019). The effect of the organizational communication climate and work
enthusiasm on employee performance. Management Science Letters, 1243–1256. doi:
10.5267/j.msl.2019.4.017
Le Blanc, L. A., & Rucks, C. T. (2009). Data mining of university philanthropic giving: Clusterdiscriminant analysis and pareto effects. International Journal of Educational
Advancement, 9, 64-82.

73

Lee, W., Reeve, J., Xue, Y., & Xiong, J. (2012). Neural differences between intrinsic reasons for
doing versus extrinsic reasons for doing: An fMRI study. Neuroscience Research, 73(1),
68-72. doi: 10.1016/j.neures.2012.02.010
Li, C., Liang, J., & Farh, J.-L. (2020). Speaking up when water is murky: An uncertainty-based
model linking perceived organizational politics to employee voice. Journal of
Management, 46(3), 443-469.
Li, F., Miao, Y., & Yang, C. (2015). How do alumni faculty behave in research collaboration?
An analysis of Chang Jiang Scholars in China. Research Policy, 44(2), 438–450. doi:
10.1016/j.respol.2014.09.002
Liang, J., Farh C. I. C., Farh J. L. (2012). Psychological antecedents of promotive and
prohibitive voice: a two-wave examination. Academy of Management Journal, 55, 71-92.
Lumby, J. (2013). Distributed Leadership: The Uses and Abuses of Power. Education
Management Administration & Leadership, 41(5), 581-597.
MacDonald, P., Kelly, S., & Christen, S. (2019). A Path Model of Workplace Solidarity,
Satisfaction, Burnout, and Motivation. International Journal of Business Communication,
56(1), 31–49. doi: 10.1177/2329488414525467
Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of the
reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
13(2), 103–123. doi: 10.1002/job.4030130202
Mao, C. M., & DeAndrea, D. C. (2019). How anonymity and visibility affordances influence
employees’ decisions about voicing workplace concerns. Management Communication
Quarterly, 33(2), 160–188. doi: 10.1177/0893318918813202

74

Marciano, P. (2010). Carrots and sticks don’t work: Build a culture of employee engagement
with the principles of RESPECT. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.
Mayo, E. (2003). The human problems of industrial civilization. Routledge.
McCormick, E. J., & Ligen, D. R. (1985). Industrial and organizational psychology (7th ed.).
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.
McDearmon, J. T., & Shirley, K. (2009). Characteristics and institutional factors related to young
alumni donors and non-donors. International Journal of Educational Advancement, 9,
83-95.
Men, L. R. (2014). Strategic internal communication: Transformational leadership,
communication channels, and employee satisfaction. Management Communication
Quarterly, 28(2), 264-284.
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N .J. (1984). Testing the “side-bet theory” of organizational commitment:
Some methodological considerations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 372-378).
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N .J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of organizational
commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 1, 61-89
Meyer, J. P, Stanley, D. J., Herscovitch, L. & Topolnytsky, L. (2002). Affective, continuance,
and normative commitment to the organization: A meta-analysis of antecedents,
correlates, and consequences. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61, 20-52. doi:
10.1006/jvbe.2001.1842
Miller, B. K., Rutherford, M. A., & Kolodinsky, R. W. (2008). Perceptions of organizational
politics: A meta-analysis of outcomes. Journal of Business and Psychology, 22, 209-222.

75

Milliken, F. J., Morrison, E. W., Hewlin, P. (2003). An exploratory study of employee silence:
issues that employees don’t communicate upward and why. Journal of Management
Studies, 40, 1453-1476.
Mintzberg, H. (1983). Power In and Around Organizations. Englewood Cliff, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Moller, A. C., Jager, A. J., Williams, G. C., & Kao, A. C. (2019). US Physicians’ Work
Motivation and Their Occupational Health: A National Survey of Practicing
Physicians. Medical Care, 5, 334.
Morrison, E. W. (2014). Employee Voice and Silence. Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 173–197. doi: 10.1146/annurevorgpsych-031413-091328
Morrison, E. W., & Milliken, F. J. (2000). Organizational silence: A barrier to change and
development in a pluralistic world. Academy of Management Review, 25, 706-725.
Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (1979). The measurement of organizational
commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14(2), 224–247. doi: 10.1016/00018791(79)90072-1
Myers, K. K., Davis, C. W., Schreuder, E. R., & Seibold, D. R. (2016). Organizational
Identification: A Mixed Methods Study Exploring Students’ Relationship with Their
University. Communication Quarterly, 64(2), 210–231. doi:
10.1080/01463373.2015.1103285
National Center for Education Statistics. (2017). Definitions. Retrieved from
https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/VisGlossaryAll.aspx

76

Ng, T. W. H., & Feldman, D. C. (2012). Employee voice behavior: A meta-analytic test of the
conservation of resources framework. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33(2), 216–
234. doi: 10.1002/job.754
Niedhammer, I., David, S., & Degionni, S. (2006). Association between workplace bullying and
depressive symptoms in the French working population. Journal of Psychosomatic
Research, 61(2), 251-259.
Nordin, S., Sivapalan, S., Bhattacharyya, E., Ahmad, H., Abdullah, A. (2014). Organizational
communication climate and conflict management: Communications management in an
oil and gas company. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 109, 1046-1058.
Nussbaum, M. C. (2010). Not for profit: Why democracy needs the humanities. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.
Nye, L. G., & Witt, L. A. (1993). Dimensionality and Construct Validity of the Perceptions of
Organizational Politics Scale (Pops). Educational and Psychological Measurement,
53(3), 821–829. doi: 10.1177/0013164493053003026
O’Connell, S. E. (1979). The manager as communicator. Lanham, M.D: University Press of
America.
Okunande, A. A. (1993). Logistic regression and probability of business school. Education
Economics, 1, 243-262.
O’Reilly, C. A., & Chatman, J. (1986). Organizational commitment and psychological
attachment: The effects of compliance, identification, and internalization on prosocial
behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 492-499.
Pace, W. R. (1983). Organizational communication: Foundation for human resource
development. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

77

Pace, W. R., & Faules, D. F. (2006). Organizational communication: Strategy to improve
company’s performance. Mulyana: Bandung.
Pettit, J. D., Jr., Goris, J. R., Vaught, B. C. (1997). An examination of organizational
communication as a moderator of the relationship between job performance and job
satisfaction. The Journal of Business Communication, 34, 81-98.
Piccolo, R. F., & Colquitt, J. A. (2006). Transformational leadership and job behaviors: The
mediating role of core job characteristics. Academy of Management Journal, 49, 327-340.
doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2006.20786079
Pickett, W. L. (1986). Fund-raising effectiveness and donor motivation. In: Rowland, A. W.
(Ed.) Handbook of Institutional Advancement, 2nd Edn, San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Pinder, C. C., & Harlos, K. P. (2001). Employee silence: Quiescence and acquiescence as
responses to perceived injustice. Research in Personnel and Human Resources
Management, 20, 331–369.
Ploeger, N. A., & Bisel, R. S. (2013). The Role of Identification in Giving Sense to Unethical
Organizational Behavior. Management Communication Quarterly, 27(2), 155–183. doi:
10.1177/0893318912469770
Poole, M. S. (1985). Communication and organizational climates: Review, critique, and a new
perspective. In R. D. McPhee & P. K. Tompkins (Eds.), Organizational communication:
Traditional themes and new directions (pp. 79-108). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Popescu Ljungholdm, D. (2015). Workaholic behavior patterns in organizations. Linguistic and
Philosophical Investigations, 14, 7-12.

78

Porter, L. W., Steers, R. M., Mowday, R. T., & Boulian, P. V. (1974). Organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover among psychiatric technicians. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 59(5), 603–609. doi: 10.1037/h0037335
Posch, L., Bleier, A., Lechner, C. M., Danner, D., Flöck, F., & Strohmaier, M. (2019).
Measuring Motivations of Crowdworkers. ACM Transactions on Social Computing, 2(2),
1–34. doi: 10.1145/3335081
Pratt, M. G. (1998). To be or not to be? Central questions in organizational identification. In
D.A. Whetten & P.C. Godfrey (Eds.), Identity in organizations: Building theory through
conversations (pp.171-207), Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Rhee, Y., & Moon, B. (2009). Organizational Culture and Strategic Communication Practice:
Testing the Competing Values Model (CVM) and Employee Communication Strategies
(ECS) Model in Korea. International Journal of Strategic Communication, 3(1), 52–67.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15531180802608386
Rhoades, G. (2005). Capitalism, academic styles, and shared governance. Academe, 91(3), 3842.
Rosen, C. C., Ferris, D. L., Brown, D. J., Chen, Y., & Yan, M. (2014). Perceptions of
Organizational Politics: A Need Satisfaction Paradigm. Organization Science, 25(4),
1026–1055. doi: 10.1287/orsc.2013.0857
Rothwell, J. D. (2007). In mixed company: Small group communication (6th ed.). Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth.
Ruck, K., Welch, M. & Menara, B. (2017). Employee voice: An antecedent to organisational
engagement. Public Relations Review, 43(5), 904-914.

79

Ruliana, P., Lestari, P., Andrini, S., & Atmaja, S. (2018). The Role Of Communication Climate
In Improving Work Performance. MIMBAR : Jurnal Sosial Dan Pembangunan, 34(1),
237–245. doi: 10.29313/mimbar.v34i1.3145
Rusbult, C. E., Farrell, D., Rogers, G., & Mainous, A. G. (1988). Impact of exchange variables
on exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect: An integrative model of responses to declining job
status satisfaction. Academy of Management Journal, 31(3), 599–627. doi:
10.2307/256461
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic definitions and
new directions. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 64-67. doi:
10.1006/ceps.1999.1020
Saltman, K. J. (2012). The failure of corporate school reform. Boulder: Paradigm Publishers.
Schwartz, J. & Wald, M. L. (2003, March 9). The nation: NASA’s curse? “Groupthink” is 30
years old, and still going strong. New York Times, 5.
Sethares, G. (2020). The impacts of neoliberalism on US community colleges : reclaiming faculty
voice in academic governance. Routledge.
Shen, H., & Sha, B.-L. (2020). Conceptualizing and operationalizing alumni engagement: When
conversational voice matters more than openness and assurances of legitimacy. Public
Relations Review, 46(5). https://0-doi-org.lib.utep.edu/10.1016/j.pubrev.2020.101974
Sias, P. M. (2005). Workplace relationship quality and employee information experiences.
Communication Studies, 56, 375-395.
Singh, R. (2016). The impact of intrinsic and extrinsic motivators on employee engagement in
information organizations. Journal of Education for Library and Information Science,
57(2), 197-206. doi: 10.12783/issn.2328-2967/57/2/11

80

Skari, L. A. (2014). Community College Alumni. Community College Review, 42(1), 23–40. doi:
10.1177/0091552113510172
Slaughter, S., & Rhoades, G. (2000). The Neo-Liberal University. New Labor Forum, 6, 73-79.
Stein, A. (2006). Employee communications and community: An exploratory study. Journal of
Public Relations Research, 18(3), 249–264. doi: 10.1207/s1532754xjprr1803_3
Sun, P.-C., Pan, F.-T., & Ho, C.-W. (2016). Does motivating language matter in leader–
subordinate communication? Chinese Journal of Communication, 9(3), 264–282. doi:
10.1080/17544750.2016.1206029
Sussman, L., Adams, A. J., Kuzmits, F. E., & Raho, L. E. (2002). Organizational politics: tactics,
channels, and hierarchical roles. Journal of Business Ethics, 40, 313-329.
Tagiuri, R. (1968). The concept of organizational climate. In R. Tagiuri & G. Litwin (Eds.),
Organizational climate: Explorations of a concept (pp. 11-32). Cambridge, MA:
Harvard Business School, Division of Research.
Tangirala, S., & Ramanujam R. (2008). Employee silence on critical work issues: The cross level
effects of procedural justice climate. Personnel Psychology, 61, 37-6.
Taylor, J., & Bowers, D. G. (1972). The survey of organizations: A machine-scored standardized
questionnaire instrument. Ann Arbor, MI: Institute for Social Research.
Tracy, S. K. (2013). Qualitative research methods: collecting evidence, crafting analysis,
communicating impact. Chichester, West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell.
Trammel, M. S., Gumpertz, M. (2012, November 8). Maybe We’re Not So Smart: Identifying
Subconscious Bias and Microaggressions in Academia. Diverse Issues in Higher
Education.

81

Van Dyne, L., Ang, S., & Botero, I. C. (2003). Conceptualizing employee silence and employee
voice as multidimensional constructs. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1359-1392.
Van Dyne, L. & Le Pine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extra-role behavior, evidence of
construct and predictive validity. Academy of Management Journal, 41(1), 108-119.
Vigoda-Gadot, E., & Talmud, I. (2010). Organizational politics and job outcomes: the
moderating effect of trust and social support. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 40,
2829-2861. doi: 10.1111/j.1599-1816.2010.00683.x
Voyer, J. J. (1994). Coercive organizational politics and organizational outcomes: An
interpretive study. Organization Science, 5(1), 72-85.
Wåhlin-Jacobsen, C. D. (2020). Open or closed? A social interaction perspective on line
managers’ reactions to employee voice. Management Communication Quarterly, 34(1),
32–57. doi: 10.1177/0893318919879901
Walden, J. A., & Westerman, C. Y. K. (2018). Strengthening the Tie: Creating Exchange
Relationships That Encourage Employee Advocacy as an Organizational Citizenship
Behavior. Management Communication Quarterly, 32(4), 593–611. doi:
10.1177/0893318918783612
Weerts, D. J., Cabrera, A. F., & Sanford, T. (2010). Beyond giving: Political advocacy and
volunteer behaviors of public university alumni. Research in Higher Education, 51, 346365. doi: 10.1007/s11162-009-9158-3
Weerts, D. J., & Ronca, J. M. (2008). Characteristics of alumni donors who volunteer at their
alma mater. Research in Higher Education, 49, 274-292. doi: 10.1007/s11162-007-90770

82

Weerts, D. J., & Ronca, J. M. (2009). Using classification trees to predict alumni giving for
higher education. Education Economics, 17, 95-122. Doi: 10.1080/09645290801976985
Welsch, H. P., & LaVan, H. (1981). Inter-relationships between organizational commitment and
job characteristics, job satisfaction, professional behavior, and organizational climate.
Human Relations, 34, 1079-1089.
Whitchurch, C. (2007). The changing roles and identities of professional managers in UK higher
education. Perspectives, 11(2), 53-60.
White, C., Vanc, A., & Stafford, G. (2010). Internal communication, information satisfaction,
and sense of community: The effect of personal influence. Journal of Public Relations
Research, 22(1), 65–84. doi: 10.1080/10627260903170985
Wijaya, N. H. S. (2019). Proactive personality, LMX, and voice behavior: Employee–supervisor
sex (dis)similarity as a moderator. Management Communication Quarterly, 33(1), 86–
100. doi: 10.1177/0893318918804890
Wilkinson, A., Gollan, P. J., Kalfa, S., & Xu, Y. (2018). Voices unheard: employee voice in the
new century. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 29(5), 711–
724. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2018.1427347
Wilson, R. (2010, August 12). What killed Kevin Morrissey? Chronicle of Higher Education.
Wiltshire, J., Bourdage, J. S., & Lee, K. (2014). Honesty-humility and perceptions of
organizational politics in predicting workplace outcomes. Journal of Business
Psychology, 29, 235-251.
Zettler, I., & Hilbig, B. E. (2010). Honesty-humility and person-situation interaction at work.
European Journal of Personality, 24, 569-582.

83

Appendix A
Table 1: Comparative Table Regarding Promotive and Prohibitive Voice Behavior
Promotive
&
Promotive Voice
Prohibitive Voice
Prohibitive
Voice
• suggesting new
ways to do
something

• speaking
up

• discussing
activities that are
already happening

• suggesting
creative
activities

• extra-role
behavior

• suggesting
activities/behaviors
should stop or
change

• points out how
to improve upon

• helpful to
organization

• points out what is
wrong or harmful

• intended for
future activities

• voiced with
good
intentions

• intended for current
activities

• constructive
suggestions

• results from
sense of
responsibility

• advise against
undesirable
behaviors

Source: Adapted from Liang et al., 2012; Mao & DeAndrea, 2019
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Category

Table 2: Motivation Self-Determination Dimensions

Amotivation

→

→

→

→

→

→

→ Feel You Want To

Type

→

Autonomous Motivation

Amotivation

Extrinsic
Regulation Social

Extrinsic
Regulation Material

Introjected
Regulation

Identified
Regulation

Intrinsic
Motivation

Reason

Feel You Must

Controlled Motivation

Lacking
motivation
or effort

Seeking
approval or
respect

Seeking
financial gain
or job
security

Avoiding
feeling
shame or
guilt

Feeling
shared values
or meaning

Enjoying or
for the fun
of it

Item Sample

Because
putting
To avoid
Because I
efforts
in this
being
have to prove
job
has
criticized by
to myself that
personal
others
I can
significance
to me
Item Stem: Why do you or would you put efforts into your current job?
Source: Adapted from Gagne et al., 2015; Ferraro et al., 2018; Moller et al., 2019
I don't know
why I'm
doing this
job, its
pointless
work

Because I
risk losing
my job if I
don't put
effort into it
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Because the
work I do is
interesting

Table 3: List of Scale Variables and Items: Voice and Organizational Commitment
Item
Variable
Promotive Voice
(α = .94)

I proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that may influence EPCC.
I proactively suggest new projects which are beneficial to EPCC.
I raise suggestions to improve EPCC's working procedures.
I proactively voice out constructive suggestions that help EPCC reach its goals.
I make constructive suggestions to improve EPCC's operations.

Prohibitive Voice
(α = .88)

I advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would hamper job
performance.
I speak up honestly about problems that might cause serious loss to EPCC, even
when/though dissenting opinions exist.
I voice out opinions on things that might affect efficiency at EPCC, even if that would
embarrass others.
I point out problems when they appear at EPCC, even if that would hamper/damage
relationships with other colleagues.
I proactively report coordination problems at EPCC to the appropriate personnel.

Organizational
Commitment
(α = .85)

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help EPCC
be successful.
I praise EPCC to my friends as a great organization to work for.
I feel very little loyalty to EPCC.
I would accept almost any type of job assignment to keep working for EPCC.
I am proud to tell others that I am part of EPCC.
For me, EPCC is the best of all possible organizations for which to work.
I could just as well be working for a different organization as long as the type of work
was similar.
Often, I find it difficult to agree with EPCC's policies on important matters relating to
its employees.
It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave
EPCC.
Deciding to work for EPCC was a definite mistake on my part.
I am extremely glad that I chose EPCC to work for over other organizations I was
considering at the time I joined.
I really care about the fate of EPCC.
EPCC really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance.
There is not too much to be gained by sticking with EPCC indefinitely.
I find that my values and EPCC's values are very similar.
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Table 4: List of Scale Variables and Items: Motivation
Item
Variable
Motivation
Extrinsic Regulation
- Social
(α = .85)

To get approval from others (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients …).
Because others (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients …) will respect me
more.
To avoid being criticized by others (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients …).

Motivation
Extrinsic Regulation
- Material
(α = .77)

Because others (e.g., employer, supervisor …) will reward me financially only if I
put enough effort in my job.
Because others (e.g., employer, supervisor …) offer me greater job security if I put
enough effort in my job.
Because I risk losing my job if I don’t put enough effort in it.

Motivation
Introjected
Regulation
(α = .80)

Because I have to prove to myself that I can.
Because it makes me feel proud of myself.
Because otherwise I will feel ashamed of myself.
Because otherwise I will feel bad about myself.
Because I personally consider it important to put efforts in this job.
Because putting efforts in this job aligns with my personal values.
Because putting efforts in this job has personal significance to me.
Because I have fun doing my job.
Because what I do in my work is exciting.
Because the work I do is interesting.

Motivation
Identified Regulation
(α = .91)
Motivation
Intrinsic
(α = .94)
Amotivation
(α = .92)

I don't put effort into my job, because I really feel that I'm wasting my time at work.
I put little effort into my job, because I don’t think this work is worth putting efforts
into.
I don’t know why I’m doing this job, it is pointless work.
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Table 5: List of Scale Variables and Items: Communication Climate and Organizational Politics
Variable
Item
Communication
Climate
(α = .93)

When a decision is made involving my expertise, I am involved in the decision.
I have adequate opportunities to express my views at EPCC.
My colleagues and superiors are genuinely interested in what I have to say.
My voice matters at EPCC.
Top management at EPCC actively listens to employees’ input when making
decisions.

Perception of
Organizational
Politics
(α = .98)

At EPCC, people kiss up to other people to achieve the outcomes they desire.
People improperly use their relationships to bypass EPCC's rules/processes.
At EPCC, people cultivate relationships in order to get personal benefits.
Gossip drives the way that people interpret what goes on at EPCC.
Gossip is the primary way in which information is shared at EPCC.
Rumors are central to people’s understanding of what is happening at EPCC.
At EPCC, individuals stab each other in the back to make themselves look good.
At EPCC, people try to make themselves look good by making others look
incompetent.
At EPCC, people undermine others’ credibility behind their backs.
At EPCC, people use their position to influence decisions to benefit themselves.
At EPCC, people abuse their authority by making decisions that benefit
themselves.
At EPCC, people pretend to consult and invite input even though decisions have
already been made.
People build up resources to increase their personal power, not to benefit EPCC.
Too often, people at EPCC unfairly obtain resources that could be better used
elsewhere.
Resources are unfairly allocated based on individual influence rather than EPCC's
priorities.
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Table 6: Frequency Table Regarding Employee Promotive Voice Behavior
M

SD

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Promotive Voice (M = 4.92, SD = 1.40)
I proactively
develop and make
suggestions for
issues that may
influence EPCC.
I proactively
suggest new
projects which are
beneficial to
EPCC.
I raise suggestions
to improve
EPCC's working
procedures.

4.96

1.57

30
(4.0%)

47
(6.3%)

28
(3.8%)

154
(20.8%)

151
(20.4%)

220
(29.6%)

112
(15.1%)

4.85

1.60

30
(4.0%)

57
(7.7%)

32
(4.3%)

171
(23.0%)

144
(19.4%)

204
(27.5%)

104
(14.0%)

5.00

1.53

28
(3.8%)

43
(5.8%)

26
(3.5%)

147
(19.8%)

166
(22.4%)

225
(30.3%)

107
(14.4%)

33
(4.4%)

167
(22.5%)

160
(21.6%)

217
(29.2%)

89
(12.0%)

24
(3.2%)

175
(23.6%)

155
(20.9%)

227
(30.6%)

91
(12.3%)

I proactively voice
out constructive
27
49
4.87 1.53
suggestions that
(3.6%)
(6.6%)
help EPCC reach
its goals.
I make
constructive
26
44
suggestions to
4.93 1.50
(3.5%)
(5.9%)
improve EPCC's
operations.
M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, N (Valid Percent)
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Table 7: Frequency Table Regarding Employee Prohibitive Voice Behavior
M

SD

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Prohibitive Voice (M = 4.86, SD = 1.24)
I advise other
colleagues against
undesirable
behaviors that
would hamper job
performance.
I speak up
honestly about
problems that
might cause
serious loss to
EPCC, even
when/though
dissenting
opinions exist.
I voice out
opinions on things
that might affect
efficiency at
EPCC, even if that
would embarrass
others.

5.01

1.52

30
(4.0%)

32
(4.3%)

32
(4.3%)

164
(22.1%)

140
(18.9%)

240
(32.3%)

104
(14.0%)

5.15

1.45

18
(2.4%)

33
(4.4%)

25
(3.4%)

156
(21.0%)

146
(19.7%)

242
(32.6%)

122
(16.4%)

4.58

1.56

39
(5.3%)

57
(7.7%)

41
(5.5%)

202
(27.2%)

170
(22.9%)

167
(22.5%)

66
(8.9%)

42
(5.7%)

189
(25.5%)

180
(24.3%)

185
(24.9%)

67
(9.0%)

39
(5.3%)

174
(23.5%)

151
(20.4%)

210
(28.3%)

97
(13.1%)

I point out
problems when
they appear at
30
49
EPCC, even if that 4.70 1.50
(4.0%)
(6.6%)
would
hamper/damage
relationships with
other colleagues.
I proactively
report
coordination
31
40
4.88 1.55
problems at EPCC
(4.2%)
(5.4%)
to the appropriate
personnel.
M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, N (Valid Percent)
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Table 8: Frequency Table Regarding Employee Unethical/Unfair Voice Behavior
M

SD

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Voice about unethical/unfair behavior (M = 5.59, SD = 1.26)
I speak up or
voice my concerns
when I see people
being treated
unfairly at EPCC.
I speak up or
voice my concerns
when I see people
being abused,
bullied, or
inappropriately
treated at EPCC.
I speak up or
voice my concerns
when I see
evidence of racial,
sexual, or
homophobic
harassment or
discrimination at
EPCC.

5.46

1.37

13
(1.8%)

16
(2.2%)

33
(4.4%)

113
(15.2%)

120
(16.2%)

277
(37.3%)

170
(22.9%)

5.65

1.35

11
(1.5%)

17
(2.3%)

15
(2.0%)

112
(15.1%)

97
(13.1%)

264
(35.6%)

226
(30.5%)

5.67

1.37

11
(1.5%)

16
(2.2%)

17
(2.3%)

117
(15.8%)

83
(11.2%)

254
(34.2%)

244
(32.9%)

M

SD

Never

Rarely

Occasionally

Sometimes

Often

Very
often

Always

85
(11.5%)

144
(19.4%)

91
(12.3%)

61
(8.2%)

127
(17.1%)

70
(9.4%)

144
(19.4%)

75
(10.1%)

63
(8.5%)

182
(24.5%)

Report unethical/unfair behavior (M = 4.08, SD = 1.89)
You report
colleagues’
misconduct to the
appropriate
personnel.

3.93

2.00

96
(12.9%)

138
(18.6%)

You report your
coworkers’
82
126
inappropriate/
4.24 2.09
(11.1%)
(17.0%)
unethical behavior
to the appropriate
personnel.
M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, N (Valid Percent)
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Table 9: Descriptive Statistics of Main Variables
Mean

Standard Deviation

Organizational Commitment

5.50

.89

Extrinsic Regulation- Social

4.06

1.59

Extrinsic Regulation- Material

3.57

1.57

Introjected Regulation

5.16

1.42

Identified Regulation

6.45

.83

Intrinsic Motivation

6.14

1.10

Amotivation

1.53

1.05

Communication Climate

4.89

1.51

Perception of Organizational Politics

3.79

1.60

Promotive Voice

4.92

1.40

Prohibitive Voice

4.86

1.24

Variable
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Table 10: Correlation Matrix of Study Variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

1
Organizational
Commitment

1

0.07

0.00

.13**

.38**

.53**

-.38**

.57**

-.47**

.19**

.25**

2
Extrinsic
RegulationSocial

0.07

1

.54**

.31**

0.04

0.06

.11**

.11**

-0.03

0.00

-0.04

3
Extrinsic
RegulationMaterial

0.00

.54**

1

.33**

-0.05

0.01

.14**

.11**

-0.02

-0.06

-0.06

4
Introjected
Regulation

.13**

.31**

.33**

1

.33**

.19**

-.13**

.12**

-0.02

0.00

0.00

5
Identified
Regulation

.38**

0.04

-0.05

.33**

1

.62**

-.50**

.24**

-.12**

.13**

.18**

.53**

0.06

0.01

.19**

.62**

1

-.44**

.41**

-.29**

.15**

.20**

-.38**

.11**

.14**

-.13**

-.50**

-.44**

1

-.17**

.22**

-0.07

-.08*

8
Communication
Climate

.57**

.11**

.11**

.12**

.24**

.41**

-.17**

1

-.66**

.20**

.32**

9
Perception of
Organizational
Politics

-.47**

-0.03

-0.02

-0.02

-.12**

-.29**

.22**

-.66**

1

-0.05

-.10**

10
Prohibitive
Voice

.19**

0.00

-0.06

0.00

.13**

.15**

-0.07

.20**

-0.05

1

.67**

11
Promotive
Voice

.25**

-0.04

-0.06

0.00

.18**

.20**

-.08*

.32**

-.10**

.67**

1

6
Intrinsic
Motivation
7
Amotivation

*indicates significant at .05 level, **indicates significant at .01 level.
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Table 11: Multiple Regression Analysis Results Predicting Promotive Voice Behavior
Model 1
Predictions

Model 2

B

β

B

β

Age

0.01

0.01

-0.01

-0.02

Gender

0.05

0.02

0.06

0.03

Education Level

0.08

0.06

0.09

0.07

Ethnicity

0.04

0.01

0.15

0.04

Race

0.06

0.08*

0.06

0.08*

Years employed

0.01

0.10*

0.01

0.09*

Employee category

0.07

0.06

0.02

0.02

Employee status

-0.58

-0.21**

-0.62

-0.22**

Alumni status

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

Organizational Commitment

0.15

0.09

Extrinsic Regulation- Social

-0.05

-0.06

Extrinsic Regulation- Material

0.02

0.02

Introjected Regulation

-0.04

-0.04

Identified Regulation

0.17

0.10*

Intrinsic Motivation

0.03

0.03

Amotivation

0.06

0.04

Communication Climate

0.34

0.37**

Perception of Organizational
Politics

0.13

0.15**

R²

0.08**

0.23**

ΔR²

0.08**

0.15**

*indicates significant at .05 level, **indicates significant at .01 level.
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Table 12: Multiple Regression Analysis Results Predicting Prohibitive Voice Behavior
Model 1
Predictions

Model 2

B

β

B

β

Age

0.00

-0.01

-0.02

-0.04

Gender

0.14

0.07

0.16

0.08*

Education Level

0.06

0.06

0.07

0.07

Ethnicity

-0.11

-0.04

-0.03

-0.01

Race

0.04

0.05

0.04

0.06

Years employed

0.02

0.15**

0.02

0.15**

Employee category

0.00

0.00

-0.03

-0.03

Employee status

-0.35

-0.14**

-0.35

-0.14**

Alumni status

-0.01

-0.01

-0.02

-0.01

Organizational Commitment

0.12

0.08

Extrinsic Regulation- Social

0.02

0.02

Extrinsic Regulation- Material

-0.02

-0.03

Introjected Regulation

-0.03

-0.04

Identified Regulation

0.13

0.09

Intrinsic Motivation

0.04

0.03

Amotivation

0.04

0.04

Communication Climate

0.20

0.24**

Perception of Organizational
Politics

0.08

0.11*

R²

0.06**

0.14**

ΔR²

0.06**

0.08**

*indicates significant at .05 level, **indicates significant at .01 level.
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Appendix B

EPCC Employee Communication Perspective Survey
Communication Perspectives of Higher Education Employees:
The Case of EPCC
This is an invitation to participate in this study. This consent form will provide you with
information on the research project, what you will need to do, and the associated risks and
benefits of the study. Your participation is voluntary. Please read carefully. It is important that
you fully understand the study in order to make an informed decision about whether you choose
to participate or not.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to examine the communication perspectives of employees in higher
education institutions, with a specific focus here on El Paso Community College (EPCC).
Specifically, this study will investigate employees’ experiences and perceptions of organizational
communication at EPCC. Essentially, the goal here is to examine employees’ communicative
experiences at EPCC as well as their perceptions of the organization.
Procedures
Participating in this study is completely voluntary, and you will not be penalized in any way if
you decide not to participate in this study. Please keep in mind that there are no right or wrong
answers. Just answer each question as honestly as possible. You should simply provide the
answers that best express your opinions. You will also be asked to provide some basic
information about your demographic characteristics, but no information will be used to identify
you specifically. Your feedback will be kept confidential, and you will not be contacted after
your participation in this study. It should take you approximately 20-25 minutes to complete this
survey.
Benefits
Your participation is extremely valuable and constitutes a key contribution to organizational
development, communication research, and organizational science. Indeed, no serious
organizational diagnosis, evaluation, or change can be undertaken without the input or voice of
the organization’s employees. This study represents an opportunity for you to share your input
and your voice on various important matters related to employees’ experiences at EPCC. Your
participation could lead to a better understanding and, ultimately, the improvement of higher
education organizations and employees’ experiences within them. Essentially, this study can give
new insight into increasing the value and contributions of employees to their colleges and
universities, and, therefore contribute to improve those institutions.
Risks and Discomforts
There are no anticipated risks or discomforts beyond those encountered in everyday life.

Privacy and Confidentiality
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Your employee email address will be kept separate from and will not be associated with your
responses on the survey. Your study-related information will be kept confidential. No
participants will be identified in any publication or presentation of research results; only
aggregate data will be used.
Voluntary Participation
To participate in this study, you must be 18 years or older and be a current employee of El
Paso Community College. Taking part in this research study is entirely voluntary. You may
choose not to participate or discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. Your
participation in this study will remain confidential.
Compensation Information
In addition to the benefits outlined above, and as an additional incentive to participate in the
study, once you consent to the study and complete the survey, you will automatically be entered
in a random drawing for one of three Amazon.com gift cards with a $100 value. At the end of
the data collection period, winners will be randomly selected by QuestionPro survey software
and will be notified and receive compensation via email.
Contact Information
If you have any questions or concerns about this research you may contact Jessie Arellano
through email at jsarellano2@miners.utep.edu or Dr. Yannick Atouba at yatouba@utep.edu.
Both UTEP and EPCC IRB have approved this study. If you have any questions about your
rights as a research participant or complaints about the research you may call the UTEP IRB at
915-747-6590 or email them at irb.orsp@utep.edu.
Consent Statement and Signature
I have read this consent form and understand that moving forward and answering the survey
items will represent my agreement to participate in this study. I voluntarily agree to participate in
this study.
I have read the consent form and agree to participate in this study.
I have read the consent form and do not agree to participate in this study.
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Appendix C

EPCC Employee Communication Perspective Survey
Part 1: Demographics
In this section, we are interested in getting some background information about you. Thanks!
What year were you born? _________
What is your gender?
a. Female
b. Male
c. Other
d. Prefer not to answer
What is your highest education level?
a. High school diploma
b. Some college
c. Associate degree
d. Bachelor’s degree
e. Master’s degree
f. Ph.D.
Are you of Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity?
a. Yes
b. No
What is your race?
a. White
b. Black or African American
c. Asian/Pacific Islander/ Native Hawaiian
d. Native American
e. Two or more races/multiracial
f. Other _________
How many years have you been employed at EPCC? ________
What is your primary employee category?
a. Classified staff
b. Professional staff
c. Administrator
d. Faculty
d1. Are you on a tenure track?
a. I am on a tenure track, but not tenured
b. I am tenured
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c. I am not on a tenure track
What is your current employee status?
a. Full-time
b. Part-time
Do you have another paid job or occupation besides your current job at EPCC?
a. Yes
b. No
What is your alumni status at EPCC?
a. I have taken at least one credit course at EPCC
b. I graduated from EPCC
c. I have never taken a credit course at EPCC

Part 2: About your voiced experiences at EPCC
In this section, we are interested in how you use your voice in the organization or when
interacting with other employees. Please read each of the following statements carefully and rate
your level of agreement with each of them. There are no right or wrong answers; just be as
honest as possible in indicating how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements. Thanks!

I proactively develop and
make suggestions for
issues that may influence
EPCC.
I proactively suggest new
projects which are
beneficial to EPCC.
I raise suggestions to
improve EPCC’s working
procedure.
I proactively voice out
constructive suggestions
that help EPCC reach its
goals.
I make constructive
suggestions to improve
EPCC’s operation.
I advise other colleagues
against undesirable

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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behaviors that would
hamper job performance.
I speak up honestly about
problems that might cause
serious loss to EPCC,
even when/though
dissenting opinions exist.
I voice out opinions on
things that might affect
efficiency in EPCC, even
if that would embarrass
others.
I point out problems when
they appear at EPCC,
even if that would
hamper/damage
relationships with other
colleagues.
I proactively report
coordination problems at
EPCC to the appropriate
personnel.
I speak up or voice my
concerns when I see
people being treated
unfairly at EPCC.
I speak up or voice my
concerns when I see
evidence of racial, sexual,
or homophobic
harassment/discrimination
at EPCC.
I speak up or voice my
concerns when I see
people being abused,
bullied, or inappropriately
treated at EPCC.
I am often afraid to really
speak my mind at EPCC.
I often worry about
voicing my concerns at
EPCC.
I have been discouraged
from voicing my ideas
and opinions at EPCC.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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When it comes to keeping your opinions, ideas, or concerns to yourself or share them, how often
do you do the following at EPCC?

You choose to remain
silent when you have
concerns.
Although you have ideas
for improving your
department you do not
speak up.
You say nothing to coworkers about problems
you notice.
You keep quiet instead of
asking questions when
you want to get more
information.
You report colleagues’
misconduct to the
appropriate personnel
You remain silent when
you have information that
might help prevent an
incident.
You report your
coworkers’
inappropriate/unethical
behavior to the
appropriate personnel

Never

Rarely

Occasio
nally

Some
times

Often

Very
often

Always

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Part 3: About your attitudes towards EPCC
In this section, we are interested in how you feel about EPCC and your role in it. Please read
each of the following statements carefully and indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with
each of them. There are no right or wrong answers; just be as honest as possible in indicating
how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. Thanks!
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree
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Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

I am willing to put in a great
deal of effort beyond that
normally expected to help
EPCC be successful.
I praise EPCC to my friends
as a great organization to
work for.
I feel very little loyalty to
EPCC.
I would accept almost any
type of job assignment to
keep working for EPCC.
I am proud to tell others that I
am part of EPCC.
For me, EPCC is the best of
all possible organizations for
which to work.
I could just as well be
working for a different
organization as long as the
type of work was similar.
Often, I find it difficult to
agree with EPCC’s policies
on important matters relating
to its employees.
It would take very little
change in my present
circumstances to cause me to
leave EPCC.
Deciding to work for EPCC
was a definite mistake on my
part.
I am extremely glad that I
chose EPCC to work for over
other organizations I was
considering at the time I
joined.
I really care about the fate of
EPCC.
EPCC really inspires the very
best in me in the way of job
performance.
There is not too much to be
gained by sticking with
EPCC indefinitely.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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I find that my values and
EPCC’s values are very
similar.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Part 4: About your job effort at EPCC
In this section, we are interested in why you put effort in your job at EPCC. Why do you or
would you put effort into your current job at EPCC? Please rate your level of agreement with the
statements below reflecting your motivations for putting effort into your job at EPCC. There are
no right or wrong answers; just be as honest as possible in indicating how strongly you agree or
disagree with each of the following statements. Thanks!
Why do/would you put efforts
into your current job at
EPCC?
To get approval from others
(e.g., supervisor, colleagues,
family, clients …).
Because others (e.g.,
supervisor, colleagues,
family, clients …) will
respect me more.
To avoid being criticized by
others (e.g., supervisor,
colleagues, family, clients
…).
Because others (e.g.,
employer, supervisor …) will
reward me financially only if
I put enough effort in my job.
Because others (e.g.,
employer, supervisor …)
offer me greater job security
if I put enough effort in my
job.
Because I risk losing my job
if I don’t put enough effort in
it.
Because I have to prove to
myself that I can.
Because it makes me feel
proud of myself.
Because otherwise I will feel
ashamed of myself.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Because otherwise I will feel
bad about myself.
Because I personally consider
it important to put efforts in
this job.
Because putting efforts in this
job aligns with my personal
values.
Because putting efforts in this
job has personal significance
to me.
Because I have fun doing my
job.
Because what I do in my
work is exciting.
Because the work I do is
interesting.
Because putting efforts into
one’s job is the right thing to
do.
I don't put effort into my job,
because I really feel that I'm
wasting my time at work.
I put little effort into my job,
because I don’t think this
work is worth putting efforts
into.
I don’t know why I’m doing
this job; it is pointless work.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Part 5: About your perceptions of organizational
communication at EPCC
In this section, we are interested in your perceptions of organizational communication at EPCC.
Please read each of the following statements carefully and rate your level of agreement with each
of them. There are no right or wrong answers; just be as honest as possible. Please indicate how
strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. Thanks!

There is adequate two-way
information between staff

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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and top management at
EPCC.
At EPCC, communication
is generally accurate.
I understand what EPCC’s
top priorities are.
At EPCC, communication
is generally timely.
At EPCC, communication
is generally useful/helpful.
EPCC’s communication
motivates and stimulates
an enthusiasm for meeting
its goals.
The people at EPCC have
great ability as
communicators.
EPCC’s communication
makes me identify with it
or feel a vital part of it.
I receive in time the
information I need to do
my job.
Conflicts are handled
appropriately through
proper communication
channels.
When a decision is made
involving my expertise, I
am involved in the
decision.
I have adequate
opportunities to express
my views at EPCC.
My colleagues and
superiors are genuinely
interested in what I have
to say.
My voice matters at
EPCC.
Top management at EPCC
actively listens to
employees’ input when
making decisions.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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EPCC has been clear and
transparent about its
approach, strategy, and/or
decisions for managing the
COVID-19 crisis.
I receive adequate
information from EPCC to
help me deal with the
challenges and
uncertainties associated
with the COVID-19
pandemic.
Communication from
EPCC during this COVID19 pandemic has been
generally effective.
EPCC has taken
appropriate actions in
response to the COVID-19
pandemic.
Overall, I am happy with
the quality of
communication at EPCC.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Part 6: About your perceptions of the organizational
environment at EPCC
In this section, we are interested in your perceptions of the organizational environment at EPCC.
Based on your experiences at EPCC so far, please rate your level of agreement with each of the
statement below. There are no right or wrong answers; just be as honest as possible in indicating
how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. Thanks!

At EPCC, people kiss up
to other people to achieve
the outcomes they desire.
People improperly use
their relationships to
bypass EPCC’s
rules/processes.
At EPCC, people cultivate
relationships in order to
get personal benefits.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Gossip drives the way that
people interpret what goes
on at EPCC.
Gossip is the primary way
in which information is
shared at EPCC.
Rumors are central to
people’s understanding of
what is happening at
EPCC.
At EPCC, individuals stab
each other in the back to
make themselves look
good.
At EPCC, people try to
make themselves look
good by making others
look incompetent.
At EPCC, people
undermine others’
credibility behind their
backs.
At EPCC, people use their
position to influence
decisions to benefit
themselves.
At EPCC, people abuse
their authority by making
decisions that benefit
themselves.
At EPCC, people pretend
to consult and invite input
even though decisions
have already been made.
People build up resources
to increase their personal
power, not to benefit
EPCC.
Too often, people at
EPCC unfairly obtain
resources that could be
better used elsewhere.
Resources are unfairly
allocated based on
individual influence rather
than EPCC’s priorities.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6
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Are there barriers/challenges to the expression of employees’ voice at EPCC? If yes, which
one(s)?

What change(s), if any, do you wish to see in the communication environment of EPCC?

108

Vita
Jessie Arellano holds a B.A. in Organizational and Corporate Communication from the
University of Texas at El Paso, where she is currently pursuing an M.A. in Communication. Her
research focuses on organizational communication, looking at voice behaviors of employees at
higher education institutions. In 2020, she presented a paper, The Masked Singer: Exploring How
Alumni Status Influences Employee Workplace Identity through Communication Perspectives, at
the first annual University of New Mexico Four Corners Graduate Conference.
Professionally, Jessie has dedicated her efforts to grant development and compliance
management over the last 19 years. She is a Grant Specialist at El Paso Community College,
where she has assisted in submitting numerous successful grant proposals that support the College
and the El Paso community.

Contact Information: jsarellano2@miners.utep.edu

109

